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ABSTRACT 
 
This study investigated the self-efficacy for teaching beliefs of Japanese high school teachers 
of English (JTEs). It identified five dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs related to the 
achievement of students, English capability, communicative teaching methods, collective 
activities, and skills for regulating workload. Correlation and multiple regression analyses 
suggest that contextual and personal factors influence efficacy beliefs.  
 
Language education reforms introduced in 2013 encouraged communicative language 
teaching (CLT) and mandated JTEs to conduct lessons using English as the language of 
instruction ‘in principle’. However, to what extent were teachers confident in their capability 
to achieve such outcomes? What were the factors associated with stronger confidence? This 
quantitative-dominant sequential mixed method study used a correlational design to 
investigate JTE teacher efficacy beliefs and their relationship with personal and contextual 
variables such as years of experience, English proficiency, and use of English as the language 
of instruction. 
 
The first stage of the research focused on survey development. Two cycles of semi-structured 
interviews were carried out with six experts to explore the domains of challenge for JTEs and 
inform the development of the Japanese Teacher of English Teacher Efficacy Scale (JTE-
TES). Thematic analysis identified eight dimensions of teacher challenge related to classroom 
activities, instructional beliefs, student achievement, workload, collaboration, and collective 
challenges for schools and teaching teams.  
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In the main stage of the study, 141 responses to the JTE-TES were collected via online 
instrumentation using random and convenience sampling. Exploratory factor analysis 
identified five dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs: Using English, Communicative 
Teaching, Teamwork, Student Achievement, and Managing Workload. Findings suggest that 
teachers are least confident about their capability to manage their workload. Correlation and 
multiple regression analyses found that years of experience, perceived proficiency, time spent 
abroad, and experiences with communicative language teaching as a student and teacher were 
associated with stronger beliefs for different dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. Past 
experiences with the task appear to influence the skills available to teachers and are associated 
with stronger efficacy beliefs. Results suggest that contextual variables may influence 
efficacy beliefs both positively and negatively, via perceptions of task difficulty and by 
providing opportunities for skill development. The contextual variable ‘school level’ was 
associated with stronger beliefs, while administrative and organizational factors appear to 
negatively influence beliefs.  
 
The study makes a number of original contributions to the field: it identifies dimensions of 
foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs for the Japanese context; identifies key variables 
(e.g., overseas experience, school level) that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs; and 
proposes that social persuasion may be important for the development of JTE teacher efficacy 
beliefs. Findings develop knowledge about dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs in EFL 
teaching situations; efficacy belief development in Confucian contexts; and the relationship 
between teacher efficacy and teaching experience, language proficiency, and previous 
learning and training experiences. The study also contributes to methodology by providing a 
model for survey design that mixes qualitative and quantitative analysis of interview findings 
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to maximize content and cultural validity, including an original serial translation procedure to 
strengthen linguistic validity. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Introduction to the research 
 
The development of English language education in Japan has been a long and difficult 
process. Language education has been key to Japanese government policies that have 
encouraged the internationalization (kokusaika) movement in Japan (Aspinall, 2006). Early 
efforts led to the adoption of the Japan Exchange and Teaching (JET) Program in 1986, where 
native speaking English teachers joined Japanese teachers for occasional lessons as Assistant 
Language Teachers (ALTs). The aim was to encourage deeper mutual international 
understanding. More explicit movements towards encouraging ‘communicative’ ability and 
communicative language teaching (CLT) by Japanese teachers became prominent in the late 
1990s, with calls from Japan’s business community bemoaning a shortage of English 
language skills (Keidanren, 2000). This led to revised Courses of Study (COS) for secondary 
schools that were introduced in the late 1990s (Ministry of Education, 1998, 1999), and 
further reforms in the early 2000s (MEXT, 2002, 2003) which emphasized the importance of 
communicative ability in English.  
 
However, reform efforts have struggled, as changes in teaching and assessment did not follow 
the Ministry’s1 directives. In an early study, Gorsuch (2001) highlighted structural problems 
which limited the integration of communicative activities in Japanese secondary school 
                                                
1 In 2002, the Japanese Ministry of Education was combined with the Ministry of Science and 
Technology to become the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology. 
“The Ministry of Education” is used when referring to the Ministry prior to the amalgamation,  
Technology to become the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology. 
“The Ministry of Education” is used when referring to the Ministry prior to the amalgamation,  
and “MEXT” is used when referring to the amalgamated Ministry. 
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classrooms, citing three reasons: (1) the continuing orientation on university entrance 
preparation in classes at the expense of communicative activities; (2) the continuation and 
reliance on grammar-translation (yakudoku) teaching techniques; and (3) poor pre-service and 
in-service teacher training, a factor also discussed by Kizuka (2006).  
 
It is not easy to be a teacher anywhere, but being a high school teacher in Japan may be 
especially challenging. Japanese high school teachers have particularly demanding workloads: 
extracurricular duties range from administration and pastoral care, to club activities and 
homerooms. In some contexts, these inescapable activities have been found to account for 
more than half of the work-related responsibilities of teachers (O'Donnell, 2005). 
Subsequently, Japanese high school teachers of English (JTEs) may not have enough time to 
focus on their curricular language teaching responsibilities. This is the context within which 
the research reported here explored the self-efficacy beliefs of Japanese teachers of English. 
 
1.2 Research context 
 
The implementation of the new Course of Study (COS) (MEXT, 2011a, 2011b, 2011c) has 
been receiving attention because it mandated that, from 2013, high school English classes be 
conducted ‘primarily’ in English2. Learning a foreign language is compulsory for high school 
students, and although they may have the option of choosing languages other than English 
(based on availability of materials and teachers), English is essentially the foreign language 
subject available for high school students. It is also mandatory at the elementary and Junior 
                                                
2 The English translation of the MEXT guidelines (2011a) states “when taking into 
consideration the characteristics of each English subject, classes, in principle, should be 
conducted in English” (p. 3). It adds that the use of Japanese should be minimized. 
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high school level. Accordingly, the announcement of the new COS had major implications for 
teachers and students in Japan. Early studies (Glasgow, 2012) and anecdotal evidence in the 
media (Nose, 2010) suggested that JTEs were not prepared for, or confident in, their ability to 
implement the new COS for English classes. At the elementary school level, more 
‘communicative’ English lessons were also mandated, and Hamamoto (2012) found that 
teachers were not confident about implementing the new COS for elementary schools. As a 
result, researchers have recently turned their attention towards the changes that may be 
required to support teachers as they implement the reforms to the high school COS in their 
classrooms (Mondejar, Valdivia, Laurier, & Mboutsiadis, 2012), with calls for research into 
the influence of the new policy on teachers (Glasgow, 2012). 
 
Historically, English classes in Japanese high schools have been mediated in Japanese. 
However, the new Course of Study mandated that English should be the language of 
instruction as much as possible. Subsequently, the new COS has provided many avenues for 
research, such as how teachers and students are dealing with the new policy in their 
classrooms. Studies have highlighted the extent to which things have not changed, showing 
that there is a disconnect between goals and textbooks, and that JTEs and ALTs have 
difficulty with the requirements of the new COS (Glasgow, 2014a). There is a need to 
understand how the requirements for teachers to use English for instruction, and work 
towards more communicative English teaching, relates to teacher affect (i.e., attitudes and 
feelings about teaching and other challenges in their contexts); and their cognitions about 
teaching (i.e., their beliefs about teaching). While English is commonly the language of 
instruction in ESL settings, in EFL settings (and particularly Japanese high schools), Japanese 
has been the traditional language for instruction, explanation, and classroom management in 
teacher-centered classrooms. Furthermore, teachers work as part of teams, where resistance 
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towards more communicative approaches can negatively affect novice teachers and prevent 
change.  
 
How do teachers feel about teaching English in English? Do they feel like they can do that? It 
was these questions that arose during a study when I was mentoring a high school English 
teacher in 2012 who was struggling to understand CLT. She was not confident about her 
ability to operationalize it in her classroom, and was having difficulty working with her 
teaching team (for a review, see Thompson & Yanagita, 2015). As Bandura (1997) has 
explained, feelings about experience (i.e., affective states) help shape and determine beliefs, 
and these have been argued as key mediators of teacher behaviour (Borg, 2003, 2006). How 
confident are teachers about their language teaching ability? How confident are they about 
using English to teach? How confident are they about working with other teachers? Given the 
relationship between affect, beliefs, and practice, this thesis grew out of a desire to explore 
what influenced JTEs’ self-beliefs about their capability to teach English in their classrooms.  
 
Extant research on teacher cognition in Japanese contexts revealed significant differences 
between teachers’ reported beliefs about communicative language teaching (generally 
positive) and their classroom practices (usually rooted in teacher-focused, grammar 
translation style) (Sakui, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2007; Sakui & Gaies, 1999; Taguchi, 2002, 2005). 
However, there were few studies that focused on high school teachers’ confidence about 
teaching English, that is, their beliefs in their ability to make education happen in their 
classrooms. When I attended methodology workshops for high school English teachers and 
discussed the new guidelines, an expressed lack of confidence for implementing CLT and 
using English as a teaching language were a common feature of the comments that teachers 
made. It was also a theme in the earlier study mentioned above (Thompson & Yanagita, 2015), 
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where it appeared that inexperienced teachers may be less confident about teaching English 
communicatively. To what extent is experience a factor related to their confidence for 
teaching English? Teachers I had worked with also mentioned a lack of confidence in their 
English proficiency, a point noted in the literature (Chacon, 2005; Nishino, 2009; Yilmaz, 
2011). Subsequently, the focus of the current study developed: to investigate Japanese high 
school English teachers’ (JTEs’) confidence for teaching English and factors influencing their 
confidence.  
 
1.3 A framework for investigating confidence to teach English 
 
The initial step in the research was to identify an appropriate framework for investigating the 
self-confidence of teachers for teaching English. Teacher efficacy, a specific type of self-
efficacy, was chosen for investigating JTEs’ confidence to teach English because it provided a 
construct for investigating self-confidence to carry out specific tasks (Pajares & Johnson, 
1994), is located within a theoretical framework (Bandura, 2007), and aligns with conceptual 
frameworks of teacher cognition (Borg, 2003, 2006) that recognize the interactions between 
behaviour, context, and beliefs. First postulated in 1977, self-efficacy is a key component of 
Bandura’s social cognitive theory (SCT) (1986), a psychological theory of human agency and 
learning which views individuals’ self-beliefs about their capabilities as crucial for exercising 
control of their lives. In SCT, affect and beliefs are viewed as key to agency, where “what 
people think, believe, and feel affects how they behave” (Bandura, 1986, p. 25). That is, affect 
influences cognition and action, where people are more likely to engage in actions with which 
they have had positive experiences, leading to cognitions of success. Therefore, efficacy 
beliefs influence motivation (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996) and action.  
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Self-efficacy beliefs have been defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and 
execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). In 
other words, these are self-assessments of one’s ability to carry out activities, which are 
proposed to mediate cognition and action. The construct of self-efficacy has been extensively 
used in the field of education (for more, see Pajares, 1996; Pajares, 2002; and B. J. 
Zimmerman, 2000), where beliefs about efficacy are seen to influence actions, effort, 
perseverance, resilience, optimism, and stress coping strategies (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy 
beliefs are context-specific ‘can do’ perceptions of an individual’s capabilities (Pajares, 2002), 
and are strongly predictive of behaviour, because individuals are more likely to engage in 
tasks in which they perceive themselves to be competent, and more likely to avoid those in 
which they do not (Pajares, 1996). 
 
Self-efficacy beliefs are situated in context. In social cognitive theory, individuals’ behaviour, 
personal factors, and environmental factors dynamically and bi-directionally interact with 
each other in what is known as ‘triadic reciprocal causation’ (Bandura, 1986).  Self-efficacy 
beliefs are crucial for mediating individuals’ behaviour as these represent the self-beliefs that 
individuals develop based on their interpretations of the interactions between these factors. 
Accordingly, it was decided that social cognitive theory provides a suitable theoretical 
framework for analysing the interactions between individuals’ teaching practice; personal 
teacher factors such as age or experience; and the teaching context within which they operate. 
Furthermore, the ways in which self-efficacy beliefs have been argued to develop (Bandura, 
1986) align with Borg’s (2003, 2006) conceptual frameworks for teacher cognition research. 
Self-efficacy beliefs form and develop based on individuals’ interpretations of past 
performances or ‘mastery’ experiences, from observing others or ‘vicarious experiences’, the 
feedback they receive from others or ‘social persuasion’, and their emotions and moods or 
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‘physiological states’ (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy theory also hypothesizes that 
experiences play the strongest role in developing self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1986), and 
the importance of mastery experiences has been demonstrated in studies on the development 
of teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007).   
 
In summary, the construct of teacher efficacy, a specific type of self-efficacy, was adopted in 
the current study because self-efficacy beliefs have been demonstrated to be a context-situated 
measure of self-confidence to carry out specific tasks (Pajares & Johnson, 1994). Furthermore, 
self-efficacy theory also aligns with conceptual frameworks for investigating teacher 
cognition from the research literature (discussed further in Chapter 2). 
 
1.4 Purpose of the study 
 
Past research has suggested that (1) Japanese high school English teachers have struggled to 
implement communicative language teaching (CLT) (Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Taguchi, 
2002, 2005); (2) JTEs need support in adapting to curriculum innovations (Sakui, 2004); (3) 
school culture influences teacher beliefs and practice (Underwood, 2012b); and (4) JTE 
beliefs are influenced by perceptions about students and context (Nishino, 2012). What are 
the challenges that JTEs face? What are the dimensions of JTE efficacy beliefs? Do JTE 
teacher efficacy beliefs change for different types of challenges? Are there key variables that 
strongly relate with stronger or weaker teacher efficacy beliefs for teaching English?  
 
The primary purpose of the current study was to investigate JTEs’ teacher efficacy beliefs for 
teaching English, in order to provide a snapshot of the current situation in Japan and highlight 
the types of challenges that influence teacher efficacy beliefs. The study therefore 
32 
 
investigated teachers’ sense of efficacy for teaching English against the backdrop of the new 
Course of Study, and identified key variables that correlate with stronger and weaker self-
efficacy beliefs for dimensions of challenge in the JTE context.  
 
But which factors need to be investigated? In the Japanese context, few studies had 
specifically investigated the relationship between individual teacher factors and beliefs. A 
number of factors have been shown to be related to teacher efficacy beliefs in other studies, 
such as personal factors like gender (Swanson, 2006; Tercanlioglu, 2005), years of experience 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000), and language proficiency 
(Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 2011). Contextual factors have received less attention, although 
studies have considered the type of school (Chong, Klassen, Huan, Wong, & Kates, 2010; 
Nishino, 2009), and professional support (Göker, 2006). In Japanese contexts, Nishino (2009) 
called for further research on the relationship between teacher beliefs, experience, and 
language proficiency. She also suggested other factors for future research such as gender, age, 
overseas study experience, university major, and professional development experiences. The 
current study focused on the relationship between foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs 
and three factors: experience, language proficiency, and language of instruction. Following 
Nishino’s (2009) suggestion, the study also investigated relationships between teacher 
efficacy beliefs and other personal and contextual factors such as previous learning and 
professional development experiences. In this section, the rationale for investigating 
experience, language proficiency, and language of instruction as factors is briefly summarized.  
 
Being a new teacher is daunting. With little experience in the classroom, novice teachers have 
fewer mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997) to draw upon, and are still becoming acculturated 
to the reality of their teaching environment. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) 
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noted that mastery experiences usually play a large role in the development of teacher 
efficacy - experiences of which novice teachers have far less to draw upon than their more 
established colleagues. To date, teaching experience has received little attention in teacher 
cognition research in Japan. Most studies have focused instead on pre-service teachers 
(Nagamine, 2007) and the development of in-service teachers’ beliefs based on their 
participation in training courses (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007). Novice teachers were included 
as participants in an investigation of teachers’ developing beliefs (Nakayama, Ochiai, Inada, 
Mori, & Kuramoto, 2003), but there was a lack of large-scale studies that have investigated 
this factor in Japan. Subsequently, a number of studies (Nagatomo, 2011; Nakayama et al., 
2003; Nishino, 2009) have included calls for more research into the relationship between 
teacher cognition and experience. This study attempts to address that gap in the research. 
 
The second factor investigated, teachers’ language proficiency in English, has been the 
subject of research investigating teacher efficacy in other contexts (Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 
2011), and has been suggested as an area for research in the Japanese context (Nishino, 2009). 
Intuitively, a teacher’s capability to effectively understand and use the language they are 
teaching would appear to relate to their capability to effectively teach the language, but there 
seems to be little research on this aspect in the Japanese context. A number of studies have 
noted teacher proficiency as an issue (Mondejar et al., 2012; Sakamoto, 2012), and Mondejar 
et al. (2012) noted that 2006 MEXT data (2006) indicated that less than 50% of teachers 
reached the minimum proficiency standards mandated by the Ministry. Other studies 
(Benesse Kyouiku Kenkyu Center, 2011) have found concerns about teacher proficiency at 
the elementary level, and Underwood (2012b), suggested low English communicative ability 
to be an inhibiting factor in the implementation of the revised Course of Study. In a study in 
Venezuela, Chacon (2005) identified language proficiency as a factor strongly related to 
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English teachers’ teacher efficacy, a finding replicated by Yilmaz (2011) in a similar study 
carried out in Turkey. Yilmaz (2011) called for a greater focus on language proficiency in 
teacher training, based on the strong relationship between teacher efficacy and teachers’ 
English proficiency. Accordingly, the current study investigated the relationship between JTE 
language proficiency and teacher efficacy beliefs. 
 
The third factor investigated was the language of instruction in JTEs’ classrooms. The new 
Course of Study mandates that English be taught in English ‘in principle’ (Glasgow, 2014b). 
Debate continues in the field of language learning regarding the value of carrying out foreign 
language instruction in that language (see A. Lin & Man, 2009, for more). Although the 
guidelines provide teachers with freedom to use Japanese when necessary, such as for 
grammar explanation (Glasgow, 2012), studies in Japan have questioned whether ‘English 
only’ or ‘English mainly’ instruction is possible at the high school level. In a small-scale 
study of JTEs’ perceptions towards the revised COS, Glasgow (2014b) suggested that 
teachers have concerns about carrying out instruction primarily in English. From interviews 
with three JTE high school teachers, he found anxiety about using English with students and 
resistance towards the new COS. Glasgow explained “JTEs are mired in a complicated 
dilemma” regarding the new Course of Study and the use of English in class, where “they now 
have to serve the target language model of the class, even if they are not confident enough, or 
do not believe in such an approach” (p. 158). The finding implies that language of instruction 
may be a factor related to teachers’ efficacy beliefs for teaching English, and Glasgow (2012) 
suggested that further research is needed which focuses on the language of instruction in 
Japanese secondary school classrooms. Accordingly, this factor was investigated in the 
current study. 
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1.5 Statement of the problem and research questions 
 
The previous section argued that the revised Course of Study and the requirement for teachers 
to attempt to teach using English as the language of instruction indicated a need for research 
into teachers’ beliefs about teaching. Furthermore, few studies in Japan have specifically 
investigated individual teacher factors such as experience, proficiency, and language of 
instruction in relation to their beliefs. Studies (Glasgow, 2012, 2014b) have indicated that 
some JTEs had low confidence for teaching using the target language. Furthermore, there was 
a need for teacher cognition research that investigated the relationship between beliefs and 
factors such as gender, age, overseas study experience, and university major, along with other 
more formal areas of professional development and language proficiency (Nishino, 2009). 
Finally, the construct of teacher efficacy for foreign language teaching in the Japanese context 
has received little attention in the literature. The current research addressed these gaps in the 
literature by developing a foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs instrument for the 
Japanese context, and identifying variables that relate to JTEs’ teacher efficacy beliefs for 
teaching English. Accordingly, the current study had the following primary research question:   
  
What are the foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs of Japanese high school English 
teachers? 
 
This study had four sub-questions: three initial sub-questions focused on the three factors 
discussed above and their relationship with foreign language teacher efficacy, followed by a 
final question which investigated other personal or contextual factors such as age, gender, 
overseas study experience, university major, type of school, and professional development  
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experiences: 
 
1. Do Japanese high school English teachers’ years of experience correlate with their foreign 
language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
2. Does Japanese high school English teachers’ English language proficiency correlate with 
their foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
3. Does the extent to which English is used as the language of instruction correlate with JTEs’ 
foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
4. Do other personal or contextual factors correlate with JTEs’ foreign language teacher 
efficacy beliefs? If so, which factors, and how? 
 
1.6 Contribution of the research 
 
The research contributes to a number of gaps in the research literature. Firstly, it contributes 
to the international body of knowledge in the field of teacher efficacy and teacher beliefs by 
investigating teacher efficacy in Japan, specifically the efficacy beliefs of high school English 
teachers. This contribution responds to calls for more teacher efficacy studies internationally 
(Klassen, Tze, Betts, & Gordon, 2011), in Confucian contexts (Tsui & Kennedy, 2009), and 
in EFL contexts (Chacon, 2005).  
 
The study contributes to knowledge about the beliefs of JTEs. The majority of studies for 
investigating teacher cognition in Japan have focused on investigating self-beliefs at the 
domain level or ‘beliefs about’ (i.e., beliefs about English learning, teaching, or CLT) 
(Matsuura, Chiba, & Hilderbrandt, 2001; Nagamine, 2007; Nakayama et al., 2003; Taguchi, 
2002, 2005). Socio-cultural perspectives (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007; Sakui, 2001), situated 
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evaluation (Sakui, 2004), and contextualized studies incorporating domain and context belief 
constructs (Nishino, 2009) have provided valuable insights. However, few studies have 
applied constructs from educational psychology to investigate and analyse teacher cognition 
in Japan. The current study investigated the construct of teacher efficacy in the Japanese high 
school context. It provides an alternative perspective for investigating teacher cognition that 
has received little attention, not only in the research literature in Japan, but within the wider 
field of language learning and teaching.  
 
The study contributes to theory and methodology by investigating teacher efficacy in 
accordance with self-efficacy theory. Teacher confidence has been investigated in a number 
of studies in Japan (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007; Nagamine, 2007), and teacher efficacy has 
been noted as a dimension of beliefs in studies of Japanese teacher cognitions (Nishino, 2009). 
However, teacher efficacy beliefs have not been investigated in Japan in accordance with 
Bandura's (2006) guidelines for development of self-efficacy instruments, an issue noted as a 
continuing problem of teacher efficacy research (Klassen et al., 2011). The study contributes 
to methodology by providing a research design that can be used for adapting or designing 
teacher efficacy instruments in other contexts. The processes followed in item development 
and survey design provide an example of a methodology that can be used to strengthen the 
linguistic, cultural, and content validity of teacher efficacy instruments. Finally, the Japanese 
Teacher of English Teacher Efficacy Scale (JTE-TES) developed in this study can be tested in 
other contexts. Findings also contribute to knowledge about the development of teacher 
efficacy beliefs (Klassen et al., 2011; Oettingen, 1995; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2007). Results suggest key personal and contextual variables associated with teacher efficacy 
beliefs, and inform knowledge about how variables may influence the assessment of teacher 
efficacy beliefs.  
38 
 
 
The study has practical application for administrators and teacher training programs. As Sakui 
and Gaies (1999) explained, research into beliefs about language can inform language 
programs “as a component of policy and program evaluation” (p. 478), by giving insights to 
administrators and stakeholders beyond the classroom about the progression of curricular 
change. This study aimed to do that by providing a ‘snapshot’ of a specific kind of confidence 
of English teachers in Japanese secondary schools as they implement the new Course of 
Study. The current study identifies dimensions of teacher challenge and teacher efficacy 
beliefs, as well as key variables that relate to JTE teacher efficacy beliefs. Results provide 
teacher trainers and training programs with information that can be used to design more 
effective programs.  
 
Finally, the study informs contexts beyond Japan and contributes to international knowledge 
about teacher efficacy beliefs (Klassen et al., 2011). It develops knowledge about the 
relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and teaching experience, language proficiency, 
and previous learning and training experiences (see Chacon, 2005). Results also contribute to 
theoretical understandings of how teacher efficacy beliefs develop in the Japanese context, 
which may have implications for the wider East Asian Confucian context (Phan & Locke, 
2015). 
 
1.7 Definition of key terms 
 
Before moving on to a review of the literature concerning English language teaching in Japan, 
teacher cognition research, and teacher efficacy for language teaching, definitional clarity of 
some key constructs is required. In this section, four key terms used in the current study are 
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briefly defined: Teacher cognition, foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs, teacher efficacy, 
and communicative language teaching. 
 
1.7.1 Teacher cognition 
 
The current study is located within the general area of teacher beliefs or ‘teacher cognition’, 
an umbrella term used by Borg (2003) to encapsulate the milieu of teacher beliefs within a 
general conceptual framework. This study follows Borg’s (2003) definition of teacher 
cognition as “what teachers know, believe, and think” (p. 81), and uses this term to refer to all 
studies investigating teacher beliefs. The term teacher cognition will be used to refer to 
teacher beliefs in general, while cognitions will be used to refer to specific beliefs. The study 
focuses on one specific teacher cognition construct, teacher efficacy. 
 
1.7.2 Teacher efficacy and foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs 
 
As Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) have explained, there were two views 
of the construct of teacher efficacy throughout the 1980s and 1990s. Early studies (Armor et 
al., 1976) were strongly influenced by Rotter’s (1966) work on locus of control, and were 
concerned about what control (internal or external) teachers believed they held to influence 
students and the environment. However, teacher efficacy is viewed in the current study as a 
form of self-efficacy, a key part of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986). Self-
efficacy beliefs were defined by Bandura (1997) as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize 
and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). In Tschannen-
Moran et al.’s (1998) integrated model, teacher efficacy beliefs were defined as a “teacher’s 
belief in his or her capability to organize and execute courses of action required to 
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successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular context” (p. 22), reflecting a 
self-efficacy theoretical orientation. The current study adapted this definition to a foreign 
language-teaching context, where the specific teaching tasks and context concern Japanese 
high schools and Japanese teachers of English (JTEs). Subsequently, foreign language teacher 
efficacy beliefs (FLTEBs) are defined in the current study as teachers’ beliefs in their 
capability to effectively teach English as a foreign language. It also recognizes that beliefs are 
not the same as actual ability. This study investigated JTEs’ self-perceptions of capability. 
 
Finally, Pajares (2002) has pointed out the importance of drawing a distinction between self-
efficacy and self-efficacy beliefs. Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s self-efficacy beliefs 
when combined into a single concept, while self-efficacy beliefs are context-specific 
judgments of an individual’s capability to perform specific tasks in relation to a specific goal. 
Efficacy beliefs may be multi-dimensional (i.e., self-efficacy beliefs for performance on a 
biology versus history test) in that they may reflect beliefs for domains of activity  (B. J. 
Zimmerman, 2000). The current study discusses efficacy beliefs primarily at the task, 
dimension, and concept level. Accordingly, teacher efficacy refers to beliefs as a combined 
concept, teacher efficacy beliefs refer to beliefs with respect to specific tasks (e.g., give 
instructions to students in English), and teacher efficacy belief dimensions refer to beliefs for 
domains of activity (e.g., the use of English with students and teachers).  
 
1.7.3 Communicative language teaching 
 
In the current study, the term communicative language teaching (CLT) refers to an approach 
to language teaching that focuses on meaning and authentic language use (J. C. Richards & 
Schmidt, 2002). CLT was developed in the 1970s in response to the limitations of 
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decontextualized behavioural approaches such as audio-lingualism (involving habitual 
repetition and substitution drills) and grammar-translation (a focus on reading, learning, and 
applying formal grammar rules through translation exercises). Derived from the work of 
Hymes (1972), Canale and Swain (1980), and Krashen (1981), CLT is operationalized via 
methodologies which have a stronger student focus than prior approaches, emphasize the use 
of authentic texts, and view teachers more as learning facilitators than as knowledge 
transmitters. Examples of such methodologies are ‘PPP’ or ‘Presentation, Practice, 
Performance’ (involving contextualized practice of language drawn from authentic texts) and 
‘TBLT’ or ‘task-based language teaching’ (emphasizing the negotiation of meaning through 
authentic language use). The field internationally is now moving towards ‘post method’ 
pedagogies (Kumaravadivelu, 2006) where teachers flexibly respond to the needs of their 
learners and context. As a result, practice is becoming more personalized, rather than focused 
on working within the constraints of methods such as TLBT. However, such developments 
are built upon the foundations of CLT, and difficulties in operationalizing CLT in Japan 
continue to be a challenge (see Thompson and Yanagita, 2015). In Asian contexts, Li (1998) 
has argued for the need to localize and adapt CLT, and the difficulties in Japan may reflect a 
failure to localize and adapt CLT into suitable methods for the Japanese context. 
 
1.8 Thesis outline 
 
This thesis has eight chapters, followed by references and appendices. In Chapter 2, three 
strands of the research literature relevant to the current study are reviewed: Teacher efficacy, 
English language education reforms in Japan leading to the new Course of Study, and teacher 
cognition literature in the field of language learning and teaching. Chapter 2 concludes by 
drawing these three strands together to provide a justification for the current research.  
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In Chapter 3, the research design of the study is outlined and discussed. It begins by providing 
a justification for the use of mixed methods, before explaining the design of the three stages 
of the study. The chapter finishes with a discussion of the limitations of the research design. 
 
Chapter 4 presents the results of the first stage of the study, which concerned the design of the 
Japanese teacher of English teacher efficacy scale (JTE-TES) used in this study. It begins by 
introducing findings from exploratory interviews with six experts. Interviews were analysed 
using theoretical thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) to identify eight dimensions of 
teacher challenge for the Japanese context and develop 60 JTE-TES items. The chapter then 
presents the results from the second interviews where experts' evaluative assessments were 
analysed using two rating scales to reduce the JTE-TES scale to 25 items.  
 
Chapter 5 presents the results of the two survey stages of the study; specifically the statistical 
analyses carried out on the questionnaire data. This chapter begins with the results of the pilot 
study. It then introduces the results from the main stage of the research, where exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA) was used to investigate the primary research question. Findings 
identified five dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. The chapter concludes by introducing 
the correlational and multiple regression analyses carried out to investigate the four research 
sub-questions.  
 
Chapters 6 and 7 discuss the implications from the study in relation to other studies of teacher 
efficacy and cognition. Chapter 6 focuses on findings from the instrument design stage of the 
study, while Chapter 7 discusses analysis of the JTE-TES questionnaire results. Implications 
from the study suggest that collaboration and non-teaching duties are key challenges for 
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Japanese teachers of English, in support of previous smaller-scale studies (O'Donnell, 2005; 
Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004; Underwood, 2012b, 2013). The study makes an original 
contribution to knowledge by identifying five dimensions of JTE teacher efficacy beliefs 
(Using English, Communicative Teaching, Teamwork, Student Achievement, and Managing 
Workload) and a number of key personal and contextual variables associated with teacher 
efficacy beliefs. For example, past and present experiences such as experience with CLT, time 
abroad, and use of English for teaching are found to be key predictors of JTE teacher efficacy 
beliefs for dimensions of teacher efficacy related to Using English and efficacy beliefs for 
Communicative Teaching.  
 
Finally, Chapter 8 provides a summary of the contributions of the study to knowledge, 
methodology, and practice. Findings suggest that (1) social persuasion may be a stronger 
source of teacher efficacy beliefs in the Japanese context; (2) past experiences are key 
influences on teacher efficacy beliefs; and that (3) overseas experience and school level are 
key personal (experience abroad) and contextual (school level) variables. Findings also have 
implications for the implementation of the new Course of Study. For example, results suggest 
that teacher language proficiency is not significantly related to their use of English as the 
language of instruction. The chapter concludes by discussing the limitations of the study and 
provides suggestions for future research. 
  
44 
 
CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a rationale for investigating the teacher efficacy 
beliefs of Japanese high school English teachers (JTEs). This chapter draws upon three bodies 
of literature: teacher efficacy research from the field of educational psychology; teacher 
cognition research within the field of applied linguistics; and studies from the field of 
language education in Japan related to high school English policies and delivery. This chapter 
has three primary sections. Firstly, it introduces and discusses teacher efficacy. Secondly, it 
introduces the research context by focusing on the history of English language reforms in 
Japan and factors that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs. Finally, it brings the two 
together. It discusses how the study builds upon the small body of extant research on teacher 
confidence in the Japanese context, introduces a conceptual framework for the study, and 
provides a justification for the study. 
 
As Borg (2003) has noted, definitional and conceptual clarity is an essential aspect of teacher 
belief research. As this study applies the construct of teacher efficacy to language teacher 
cognition research, it has some cross-disciplinary aspects and draws upon research literature 
from different fields. Accordingly, the departure point of this chapter is concerned with 
establishing clarity regarding the psychological belief construct of teacher efficacy. Recent 
reviews of teacher efficacy research (Klassen et al., 2011; Wyatt, 2014) have questioned the 
extent to which previous studies have a clear grounding in the efficacy literature, noting 
construct validity concerns regarding the measurement of efficacy beliefs as future-oriented 
task-specific perceptions of capability. This may be important for the current study as ‘teacher 
efficacy’ has been noted as a construct of teacher beliefs in previous teacher cognition studies 
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carried out in Japan (Nishino, 2009, 2012), but may not have been investigated in accordance 
with a self-efficacy perspective (see Section 2.3 for further discussion). 
 
Accordingly, the first section of this chapter introduces teacher efficacy as a specific type of 
self-efficacy, located in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). It discusses the theoretical 
underpinnings of teacher efficacy, the nature and development of self-efficacy beliefs, and 
discusses self-efficacy in relation to agency, motivation, and attribution. The section then 
examines issues related to the current study: self-efficacy in collective societies such as Japan 
(i.e., non-Western contexts), and the use of teacher efficacy versus other beliefs constructs for 
investigating teacher confidence. Finally, it reviews selected international self-efficacy and 
teacher efficacy studies in order to identify areas where the current study contributes to the 
field of teacher efficacy research. 
 
The second section of the chapter introduces the location and setting of the research. The 
purpose of the section is to identify historical issues related to English language education at 
Japanese high schools, highlight factors that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs, and argue 
the need for studies on teacher beliefs after the implementation of the new high school 
English Course of Study. Thus, the section begins by briefly describing the history of 
communicative-oriented language education reforms in Japan throughout the early 2000s, 
then moves on to a discussion of factors that have limited the implementation of CLT in 
Japan, including factors that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs. Finally, it reviews the 
literature concerning the new COS and its implications for teacher efficacy. 
 
The final section of the chapter brings together the construct and context to provide a 
rationale for the study. It discusses a key study in Japan that has shown the value of teacher 
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efficacy for considering the interactions between context, teacher cognition, and behaviour. It 
explains how the current study develops upon previous work and responds to calls for future 
research. The chapter then introduces key conceptual frameworks for studying teacher 
cognition that have influenced the design of this study and draws together frameworks of 
teacher cognition and the theoretical underpinnings of self-efficacy to provide a conceptual 
framework for the study. Finally, it summarizes the problem of the research, provides a 
justification for the study, and introduces the research questions. 
 
2.1 Teacher efficacy  
 
Teacher efficacy has been investigated extensively since the 1976 Rand Corporation study 
(Armor et al., 1976) demonstrated the value of efficacy and control in understanding teachers’ 
cognitions and actions. As Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) have explained, 
“teacher efficacy is a simple idea with significant implications” (p. 783). Teachers’ 
confidence in their ability to influence the learning in their classrooms has been shown to be 
significant in influencing student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993; R. 
Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000), attitudes towards curriculum innovation (Ghaith & 
Yaghi, 1997; Guskey, 1988), and coping with teaching change (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). 
Research has suggested that teachers with a lower sense of efficacy experience more stress 
(Betoret, 2006) and that teacher efficacy is negatively correlated with teacher burnout 
(Betoret, 2006; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Klassen et al. (2011) have suggested that 
challenges remain for teacher efficacy researchers: developing a better understanding of the 
source of teacher efficacy beliefs, operationalizing efficacy effectively using instruments 
developed to reflect teacher efficacy according to social cognitive theory, showing the link 
between teacher efficacy and student achievement, and helping make efficacy research more 
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valuable to practice. This study aims to contribute to some of these gaps in the literature. 
Overall, the wide body of research into teacher efficacy provides evidence for Bandura’s 
(1993, 1997) assertion that teachers’ perceptions of their teaching capabilities are strongly 
related with their teaching practice.  
 
This section discusses the theoretical underpinnings of teacher efficacy from a self-efficacy 
perspective. It begins by briefly tracing the development of teacher efficacy research and 
providing definitional clarity about the construct of teacher efficacy for the current study. It 
then reviews the nature of self-efficacy beliefs and the relationship of self-efficacy beliefs 
with agency, motivation, and attributions. Finally, the section discusses the ways that self-
efficacy beliefs have been proposed to develop, and reviews relevant self-efficacy and teacher 
efficacy studies in the field of language learning and teaching. 
 
2.1.1 Teacher efficacy as a form of self-efficacy 
 
As Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) have explained, teacher efficacy was 
born from two psychology theories related to control: Albert Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy 
theory and Rotter's locus of control (1966). The first teacher efficacy study carried out by the 
RAND corporation (Armor et al., 1976) was strongly influenced by Rotter’s (1966) work on 
locus of control, that is, teachers’ beliefs about the extent to which they are able to influence 
students and the environment (i.e., the extent to which they perceive internal control of their 
action versus their action being influenced by factors beyond their control). This led to a 
divergence in views about how the construct of teacher efficacy was viewed, which continued 
through the 1980s (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Accordingly, one strand of research 
followed the locus of control distinction (i.e., factors that teachers control versus those that 
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they do not) while another strand of teacher efficacy research followed Bandura's framework 
by focusing on teacher capability for tasks in context. Current teacher efficacy research 
(Klassen et al., 2011) now clearly reflects a self-efficacy orientation, following Tschannen-
Moran et al.'s (1998) seminal work on teacher efficacy. The current study follows this 
perspective. Teacher efficacy is seen as a form of self-efficacy, as proposed in social 
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986), where beliefs about efficacy influence actions, effort, 
perseverance, resilience, and stress coping strategies (Bandura, 1997). Stated simply, 
individuals are more likely to engage in tasks in which they perceive themselves to be 
competent and are more likely to avoid those in which they do not (Pajares, 1996). 
 
2.1.2 Towards a definition of foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs  
 
Teacher efficacy beliefs constitute teachers’ judgments of confidence, located within a 
theoretical framework of human agency and motivation. Efficacy beliefs are future-oriented 
self-judgments of capability to perform tasks or achieve outcomes (i.e., self-confidence for 
achieving different tasks). Self-efficacy “refers to beliefs in one's capabilities to organize and 
execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). 
Efficacy beliefs differ from self-confidence in general, which is a higher order, general self-
concept belief system. General self-confidence reflects individuals’ global beliefs in their 
capability to deal with any task; it is a global measure of confidence similar to other self-
concept beliefs (Schunk, 1991), and does not have the same task specificity or focus as a 
construct for investigating performance capability judgments in context.  
 
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) have defined teacher efficacy beliefs as a “teacher’s belief in 
his or her capability to organize and execute courses of action required to successfully 
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accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular context” (p. 22). The current study adapts 
this definition to a foreign language-teaching context, where the specific teaching tasks and 
context concern Japanese high schools and Japanese teachers of English. Subsequently, 
foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs are defined in the current study as teachers’ beliefs 
in their capability to effectively teach English as a foreign language.  
 
As discussed in Section 1.7.2, efficacy beliefs can be assessed and discussed at different 
levels of specificity (Pajares, 2002). An individual’s self-efficacy (as opposed to self-efficacy 
beliefs) is a combination of their self-efficacy beliefs for different tasks into a single concept 
or general notion (e.g., self-efficacy for teaching). Self-efficacy beliefs, on the other hand, are 
context-specific ‘can do’ self-judgments of an individual’s capability to perform specific tasks 
and mediate activity (e.g., certain tasks within a teaching context). These constitute a 
judgment of confidence in relation to a specific goal. Exploratory factor analysis and other 
structural equation modelling techniques can be used to identify dimensions of efficacy 
beliefs reflecting underlying beliefs for different tasks and domains of activity that individuals 
carry out in their contexts (e.g., self-efficacy for classroom management). Self-efficacy 
beliefs at the task and dimension level have been demonstrated to predict performance more 
strongly than general self-efficacy measures (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 
1991). Therefore, specificity in assessing self-efficacy is an important challenge for 
researchers. This relates to the current study in terms of instrument design; items needed to be 
specific enough to focus on cognitive tasks within the domain of English language teaching in 
context, but not reduced to simple judgments of ability to complete basic teaching acts. 
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2.1.3 Self-efficacy within social cognitive theory 
 
As was noted in Chapter 1, self-efficacy was postulated by the psychologist Albert Bandura 
(1977), and is a key component of Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory (SCT). As 
understood in SCT, self-efficacy views individuals as active agents whose interpretations of 
the results of their performances inform and alter “their environments, and self-beliefs, which 
in turn inform, and alter their subsequent performances” (Pajares, 1996, p. 542). That is, there 
is a dynamic relationship between the three, with each influencing the other (see Figure 1). 
Thus, personal factors (including biological factors and cognitions) dynamically and bi-
directionally interact with, and influence, environment and behaviour – what is known as 
‘triadic reciprocal causation’ (Bandura, 1986).  
 
Figure 1. Triadic reciprocal causation in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) 
 
 
With respect to the current study, this suggests that teacher beliefs, behaviour, and context 
influence each other. For example, personal factors such as perceived foreign language ability 
and efficacy beliefs for teaching tasks may influence teaching behaviour, behaviour may 
influence beliefs and other personal factors (e.g., higher perceived capability), and both may 
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also be influenced by context (e.g., working at a school that emphasizes CLT versus working 
at a school that is focused on examination preparation). This dynamic relationship influenced 
the conceptual framework used in the current study, and is introduced in Section 3.2.2. 
Finally, Pajares (1997) has noted a value of self-efficacy beliefs for research is the 
relationship between efficacy beliefs and action; while an individual’s knowledge, skills, or 
previous accomplishments do not always predict future achievement, their judgments of the 
capability to effect actions have been demonstrated as predictors of performance. 
 
2.1.4 The development of teacher efficacy beliefs 
 
Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) posited that the development of self-efficacy beliefs is based on 
individuals’ interpretations of their experiences, others’ reactions, and their emotions. He 
ascribed the development of self-efficacy beliefs to four factors: mastery experiences, 
vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological states. Mastery experiences are 
based on perceptions of direct performances, where successful performance of a task or 
activity leads to greater confidence in being able to complete the task again. It is argued that 
these are the strongest drivers of self-efficacy beliefs. The second factor is vicarious 
experiences, where watching others succeed can lead to increased confidence in one’s 
abilities. The potential impact of social persuasion constitutes the third factor, where positive 
feedback or encouragement from others can be useful for overcoming self-doubt. Finally, 
individual’s emotional and physical reactions and responses can influence their self-efficacy 
beliefs.  
 
Within a teaching context, the development of teacher efficacy beliefs may therefore be 
influenced by individuals’ interpretations of their experiences as a learner, trainee, or teacher 
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(mastery experiences), and observations of other teachers as models (vicarious experiences). 
Feedback and support from colleagues, administrators, and parents (Bandura, 1997) or 
student evaluations (Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005) have also been suggested as examples of 
social persuasion. Few studies have followed Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) in 
investigating the development of teacher efficacy beliefs. Studies have provided some 
empirical support for the ways in which self-efficacy beliefs are proposed to develop (Usher 
& Pajares, 2009), although recent reviews (Klassen et al., 2011; Wyatt, 2014) of teacher 
efficacy belief research have called for more empirical investigation of the ways in which 
teacher efficacy beliefs develop, suggesting that more evidence is needed to support the 
proposed relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and the proposed sources of efficacy 
beliefs. Specifically, the extent to which the strength of these four factors is culturally specific 
has been questioned (Klassen et al., 2011), and is discussed further in Section 2.1.7.  
 
2.1.5 Self-efficacy and agency, motivation, self-regulation, and attribution 
 
Self-efficacy beliefs influence agency, motivation, and self-regulation. As Bandura (1997) has 
stated in a discussion about the nature of human agency, individuals’ behaviour is influenced 
by their personal factors and the environment they are in, where “people are contributors to, 
rather than the sole determiners of, what happens to them” (p. 3). Bandura (2001) claimed that 
“efficacy beliefs are the foundation of human agency” and summarized the importance of 
self-efficacy beliefs to agency, stating “whatever other factors may operate as guides and 
motivators, they are rooted in the core belief that one has the power to produce effects by 
one's actions” (p. 10). In other words, agency is concerned with individuals’ capacity to 
control and coordinate their actions, beliefs, and emotions to reach goals. Therefore, agency is 
the driver of intentional acts (as opposed to outcomes, which may be unintended). As self-
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efficacy beliefs are perceptions of capability for specific tasks, these beliefs influence choice 
and effort towards goals, that is individuals “regulate their level and distribution of effort in 
accordance with the effects they expect their actions to have” (Bandura, 1986, p. 129). In 
other words, individuals with stronger perceived capability for specific tasks are more likely 
to choose and expend effort on such activities.  
 
Accordingly, self-efficacy beliefs are hypothesized to be key to motivation. The influence of 
self-efficacy on motivation has been demonstrated in the research literature (Pintrich & 
Schunk, 1996; Schunk, 1995), and is seen as playing a causal role (B. J. Zimmerman, 2000), 
influencing choice, effort, and persistence. Self-efficacy began to be recognized as an 
antecedent of motivation in the field of language learning in the mid 1990s (Oxford & Shearin, 
1994; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995). For example, Tremblay and Gardner (1995) found that 
self-efficacy indirectly influenced achievement by influencing the latent variable 
‘motivational behaviour’ which comprised three indicators: attention (capability to focus on 
the task and avoid distractions), persistence (regular practice), and effort (intensity of 
motivation to learn the language).  
 
Research has demonstrated the contribution of self-efficacy beliefs to achievement in 
language learning. For example, Mills, Pajares and Herron (2007) found that self-efficacy 
beliefs (for self-regulation) made an independent contribution to predicting French language 
learning achievement, when controlling for the motivational variables of learning anxiety, 
learning self-concept, and value of French language and culture. Finally, Kormos, Kiddle and 
Csizér (2011) presented a model of motivation which recognized the role of self-efficacy 
beliefs as ‘self-guides’ which interact with the contextual milieu in a manner similar to that 
postulated by self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997). In sum, research has suggested a 
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clear relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and motivation, which is beginning to be 
recognized more in the field of language learning and teaching. 
 
Self-efficacy is also crucial for self-regulation (B. J. Zimmerman, 2000, 2002, 2008). Self-
regulated learning has been defined as the “self-directive processes and self-beliefs that 
enable learners to transform their mental abilities, such as verbal aptitude, into an academic 
performance skill, such as writing” (B. J. Zimmerman, 2008, p. 167). Self-efficacy beliefs 
influence self-regulation by influencing agency and motivation via goal setting (B. J. 
Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992), self-monitoring (Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, 
& Larivee, 1991), and self-evaluation (B. J. Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Recent research 
(Zuffianò et al., 2013) has shown the independent contribution of self-efficacy for self-
regulation beliefs in influencing achievement. 
 
Finally, self-efficacy is closely related to attribution, with a strong bi-directional relationship. 
Coined by Weiner (1979, 1985), the concept of attribution concerns individuals’ 
interpretations of the reasons for success or failure in tasks. Bandura (1977, 1986) has noted 
the bi-directional relationship between self-efficacy and attribution, where an individual’s 
self-efficacy may be influenced by how they interpret past experiences, while one’s 
attributions for an outcome may also be affected by the level of confidence they have for that 
task. Although receiving little coverage in the general educational psychology literature since 
the early 1980s (Schunk, 1982), the relationship between self-efficacy and attribution beliefs 
has received some attention in the field of language learning (Graham, 2006; Hsieh, 2008; 
Hsieh & Kang, 2010; Hsieh & Schallert, 2008). For example, Hsieh and Kang (2010) found a 
strong inter-relationship between Korean English as a foreign language (EFL) learners’ self-
efficacy and attributions. The study showed the importance of individuals’ interpretation of 
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experiences on their self-efficacy beliefs. For example, positive attributions of experience (i.e., 
mastery experiences) influenced the development of self-efficacy beliefs and perceived 
control. Multiple regression analysis found that stronger self-efficacy beliefs predicted higher 
English proficiency test scores, and provided more support for the predictive power of self-
efficacy on achievement.  
 
In summary, the section thus far has explained how self-efficacy beliefs both influence, and 
are influenced by, the cognitive and affective dimensions. This section has outlined how self-
efficacy is crucial to agency, influences motivation, plays an important role in self-regulation, 
and dynamically interacts with the attributions that individuals have about experiences. In 
particular, recent studies have highlighted the role of self-efficacy beliefs with respect to 
foreign language learning motivation.  
 
Self-efficacy beliefs are assessed in relation to specific tasks in context. Efficacy beliefs 
develop over time based on interpretations of experience, and are recognized as a variable 
influencing motivation and action. The influence that self-efficacy has upon agency, 
intentions, action, and the power of self-efficacy in predicting performance has been 
demonstrated with respect to work performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) and health 
related outcomes (Holden, 1992) in meta-analyses carried out in the 1990s. In the field of 
education, a number of studies have demonstrated a relationship between self-efficacy beliefs 
and academic performance (A. Carroll et al., 2009; Pajares, 1996; Schunk & Pajares, 2002; B. 
J. Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005) since Multon, Brown, and Lent’s (1991) meta-analysis of 
self-efficacy and achievement over an array of subjects, experimental designs, and assessment 
methods. Finally, teachers’ beliefs and confidence in their ability to influence the learning in 
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their classrooms have been shown to be significant factors in predicting successful teaching 
and learning (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993; R. Goddard et al., 2000). 
 
This section has introduced the construct of teacher efficacy as a form of self-efficacy. It has 
located self-efficacy within a theoretical framework, and outlined the theoretical and 
empirical arguments for the relationship between self-efficacy as an influence on agency, and 
motivation. It will now focus on specific issues related to the use of teacher efficacy for 
investigating Japanese high school teachers’ confidence for teaching English. Firstly, it 
discusses self-efficacy in comparison to other belief constructs, and shows that teacher 
efficacy is the most appropriate construct for investigating teacher confidence in the current 
study. Secondly, it focuses on the study of self-efficacy in non-western cultures and discusses 
collective efficacy. Finally, it reviews relevant self-efficacy for language learning and 
teaching studies to highlight how the current study contributes for the wider field of teacher 
efficacy research. 
 
2.1.6 Self-efficacy versus other belief constructs 
 
The purpose of this section is to provide a rationale for the use of self-efficacy in the current 
study. It looks at the value of self-efficacy for assessing the beliefs of Japanese teachers 
within the domain of language teaching with respect to specific tasks related to teacher 
challenge, located in the contexts in which JTEs operate.  
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Self-efficacy versus self-concept 
 
Firstly, self-efficacy beliefs differ from self-concept and self-esteem measures in terms of task 
and context specificity. As a result, efficacy beliefs have been proposed to be better predictors 
of behaviour (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003). In a meta-analysis of self-concept and academic 
achievement studies, Huang (2011) noted that the constructs of self-concept and self-esteem 
are not always clearly defined as separate constructs in the literature. However, there are 
definitional distinctions between self-efficacy and self-concept, where self-efficacy is more 
specific in terms of task, context, and situation (Huang, 2011).   
 
Firstly, self-efficacy beliefs represent individuals’ assessments of their capability, rather than 
normative beliefs compared to others. As Huang (2011) has noted, “self-concept is based on 
normative standards, whereas self-efficacy is evaluated based on criterial tasks” (p. 506). 
Thus, self-concept may have an external reference whereas self-efficacy is derived from an 
internal, personal frame of reference. This criterion referencing is important for focusing on 
beliefs with respect to the task, rather than in comparison to others. An example from B. J. 
Zimmerman (2000) provides clarity, where “students rate their certainty about solving a 
crossword puzzle of a particular difficulty level” to assess their perceived self-efficacy, “not 
how well they expect to do on the puzzle in comparison to other students” (p. 84). Three 
further benefits of self-efficacy measures are a focus on performance capability rather than 
personal characteristics; multidimensionality and specificity rather than domain level 
disposition; and greater context sensitivity due to greater task specificity (B. J. Zimmerman, 
2000).  
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In a review of the differences between the constructs of academic self-concept and academic 
self-efficacy, Bong and Skaalvik (2003) explain that while both self-concept and self-efficacy 
have the same central element (perceived competence), self-efficacy is a better predictor of 
actual performance due to future-orientation (i.e., ‘I can’ versus ‘I am’) and stronger task-
focus specificity (i.e., ‘give a talk to my classmates’ versus ‘at English’). For example, 
research has shown the higher predictive power of self-efficacy compared to self-concept for 
mathematical problem solving (Pajares & Miller, 1994). Moreover, Bong and Skaalvik (2003) 
suggested that since “self-efficacy researchers have used both correlational and experimental 
designs, self-efficacy effects are more clearly established in literature” (p. 28).  
 
Accordingly, self-efficacy beliefs, as performance capability beliefs assessed in relation to 
tasks (i.e., activities in domains of activity, such giving instructions or implementing student-
centered learning), were more appropriate than domain level beliefs (i.e., individual 
perceptions of skill, such as being a good teacher), as they have been shown to predict 
behaviour more strongly, and reflect the influence of contextual factors. Furthermore, self-
efficacy research has an established empirical and theoretical basis showing the relationship 
between beliefs and behaviour.  
 
Self-efficacy versus other measures of confidence 
 
Self-efficacy beliefs constitute judgments of confidence to achieve tasks in context, that is, 
they are task-specific “beliefs in one's capabilities to organize and execute the courses of 
action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Efficacy beliefs are 
future-oriented and differ from general self-confidence. General self-confidence is a measure 
of an individuals’ global belief in their capability to deal with any task; that is a global 
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measure of confidence (Schunk, 1991). In other words, general self-confidence is a higher 
order, self-concept belief system. As a result, general self-confidence does not have the same 
task specificity or focus as a construct for investigating performance capability judgments in 
context.  
 
Furthermore, efficacy judgments concern confidence with respect to complex tasks. Thus 
efficacy beliefs differ from perceived ability or confidence to complete simple tasks. As 
Bandura (1997) has explained, the “whole is greater than the sum of its parts” (p. 38). Thus, 
the challenge is to “link capabilities to levels of challenge in particular domains of 
functioning” (p. 38). Bandura explained that confidence to be able to change gears in a car 
smoothly (perceived ability) is not the same as being confident about handling different road 
conditions (efficacy). The current study investigated teachers’ confidence to teach English, an 
activity that constitutes an array of complex tasks. Teaching is not painting by numbers; it is 
an activity replete with teacher judgments. An example from the current study is ‘student-
centered learning’, a construct which moves away from language learning as teacher-led 
knowledge formation (Takanashi, 2004). The skills required to implement student-centered 
learning require awareness of specific types of instruction, judgments about activities that 
promote student control, skills for managing different types of interactions between the 
teacher and students, and planning of lessons to allow for greater communication between 
students. The example shows the complexity of teaching as an activity, and the alignment of 
self-efficacy for investigating teacher confidence in context, due to the complexity of teaching 
as a domain of activity. 
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Self-efficacy versus locus of control 
 
The influence of Rotter’s (1966) theory of locus of control  (i.e. external versus internal 
control) in teacher efficacy research is rooted in the genesis of research in the field. It has 
been claimed that self-efficacy and locus of control (Rotter, 1966) are two aspects of an 
underlying construct (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002). They have been investigated 
together in language learning research. Hsieh and Kang (2010) asserted that “beliefs about 
personal and external locus of causality are closely related to a student’s sense of his or her 
ability to learn a foreign language” (p. 622). However, the constructs focus on different types 
of beliefs. As Bandura (1997) has stated, “outcomes arise from actions” (p. 21). He explained 
that self-efficacy is concerned with “people's beliefs about their capabilities to organize and 
execute designated courses of action”, while locus of control concerns “people's beliefs that 
outcomes are dependent on their actions or are the result of chance, fate, or luck” (p. 159). 
Thus, self-efficacy beliefs reflect beliefs about capability rather than control. 
 
The early teacher efficacy items developed for the seminal RAND Corporation study (Armor 
et al., 1976) focused on control rather than self-efficacy as defined in social cognitive theory. 
Thus, teacher efficacy has often been confused with ‘perceived external control’ or “teachers’ 
general beliefs about limitations to what can be achieved through education” (Skaalvik & 
Skaalvik, 2007, p. 621). However, in a study carried out in Norway of teachers’ self-efficacy 
beliefs, confirmatory factor analysis showed that external control was identified as a separate 
construct to self-efficacy (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). 
 
The current study investigated teachers’ cognitive judgments of their capability for different 
dimensions of teaching. It was not concerned with the extent to which they believe students' 
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learning is due to their personal effort or attributes versus external factors such as exams (i.e., 
their causal beliefs about the extent of their control in their classrooms). Furthermore, locus of 
control has been shown to be a poor predictor of behaviour (Bandura, 1997). Accordingly, 
teacher efficacy was identified as a more appropriate construct for investigating Japanese high 
school English teachers’ confidence to teach English. 
 
Based on the information outlined above, it is clear that self-efficacy is focused on cognitive 
processes related to individuals’ judgments of their capability for different performances. In 
essence, it captures their confidence to carry out specific tasks, rather than their feelings or 
judgments about subjects. An added benefit of self-efficacy as opposed to other self-concept 
measures is the strong predictive power of self-efficacy with respect to behaviour and 
performance. A gap between teacher beliefs and action has been shown in Japan (Sakui, 2004; 
Taguchi, 2002, 2005) when teacher beliefs have been investigated at the domain level. As a 
construct that more strongly predicts performance, self-efficacy is an appropriate means for 
examining that dichotomy.   
 
In summary, the choice to use teacher efficacy as a construct for investigating teacher 
confidence in the current study was based on the contextualized, future-oriented, task-specific 
nature of self-efficacy beliefs compared with other measures of (teacher) self-concept, 
outcome expectancy or control. Before moving on to a review of studies of self-efficacy in 
language learning and teaching, three final questions are discussed: To what extent is self-
efficacy a culturally bound construct? Is the use of self-efficacy suitable in collective societies 
such as Japan? To what extent are teacher efficacy beliefs collective rather than individual? 
The next section discusses the investigation of self-efficacy in international contexts, focusing 
on collective societies. 
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2.1.7 Self-efficacy in collective societies 
 
As Klassen et al. (2011) have explained, “teacher efficacy research began in the USA, and 
most of the early researchers and theorists were Americans conducting research with 
American populations” (p. 25). However, teacher efficacy beliefs have been hypothesized to 
operate and develop in different ways in different cultures. Subsequently, there is an ongoing 
need for more international studies of teacher efficacy, a gap that this study helps address, by 
investigating teacher efficacy in the Japanese context.  
 
In the field of language learning, teacher efficacy has been examined in a number of cross-
cultural contexts (Atay, 2007; Chacon, 2005; Göker, 2006; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Tsui 
& Kennedy, 2009; Yilmaz, 2011). Klassen et al. (2011) suggested that “self-efficacy may 
operate differently in non-Western collectivist settings where beliefs about personal 
capabilities might be more strongly influenced by perception of in-group expectations rather 
than personal desires and goals” (p. 25). In a review of the ways in which culture might affect 
self-efficacy beliefs across cultures, Oettingen (1995) considered self-efficacy with relation to 
Hofstede’s (1980) four dimensions of culture: the extent to which the society is individualist 
versus collectivist, power distance in the culture, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity 
versus femininity. The study observed different levels of self-efficacy between groups in East 
and West Berlin, East Berlin and Moscow, and West Berlin and Los Angeles. While 
Oettingen (1995) concluded that self-efficacy beliefs are founded in psychological principles, 
and are therefore universal, findings suggested that societal institutions and cultural 
orientations may influence self-efficacy beliefs. In other words, the dimensions of self-
efficacy beliefs, and the development of self-efficacy beliefs, may be influenced by cultural 
orientations. 
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There is evidence to suggest that foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs operate in different 
ways in East Asian Confucian contexts (Ho & Hau, 2004; Phan & Locke, 2015; Tsui & 
Kennedy, 2009). In a study focused on the validation of a (Chinese) translated version of 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) ‘Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale’ (TSES) in 
Hong Kong, Tsui and Kennedy (2009) found differences in the underlying factor structure 
compared to other studies (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Citing a previous 
study noting the same structure (Kennedy & Hui, 2006), Tsui and Kennedy (2009) explained 
that when used in the Chinese context, a single factor referred to as ‘efficacy in teaching and 
learning’ was identified. However, this factor comprised items that had loaded as two distinct 
factors in the original TSES: ‘efficacy for student engagement’ and ‘efficacy for instructional 
strategies’ (Tsui & Kennedy, 2009). The authors suggested that these two factors loaded 
together because they both reflected general Confucian cultural values regarding the 
responsibilities of teachers, rather than separate dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. Thus, 
the Tsui and Kennedy study demonstrates how the underlying dimensions of teacher efficacy 
beliefs may change in different cultural contexts.  
 
Other studies have shown the same pattern. In a cross-cultural study investigating teacher 
efficacy in Chinese and Australian contexts, Ho and Hau (2004) found a similar pattern to the 
results of the Tsui and Kennedy (2009) study. They identified some cross-culturally 
generalizable aspects of teacher efficacy, but noted that “culture-specific features of the 
teacher efficacy construct were also indicated” with “differential correlation patterns among 
the various personal teaching efficacy subscales for the two cultural groups” (Ho & Hau, 
2004, p. 320). In other words, findings from the studies outlined above suggest that the 
underlying dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs may be expected to differ when adapting 
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instruments to East Asian contexts with Confucian cultural elements. For this reason, studies 
in such contexts require research designs that strengthen the cultural and content validity of 
the scales used. Chapter 3 explains how interviews with an expert panel were used to adapt 
items and develop the JTE-TES scale used in this study. 
 
On the other hand, two points concerning the use of teacher efficacy as a construct for 
investigating teacher beliefs in an East Asian context are noted: (1) self-efficacy beliefs are 
argued to be a universal psychological belief construct concerned with individuals’ judgments 
of capability, not a measure of individuality (Bandura, 2002); and (2) that dichotomous 
conceptions of collectivism and individualism may oversimplify a complex phenomenon. 
Bandura (2002) noted that research has shown that individual versus collective orientations 
are dynamic and changing in Japan. Matsumoto, Kudoh, and Takeuchi (1996) have suggested 
that a more individual orientation is occurring in Japanese culture and warn against 
homogenous views of individualism or collectivism. The authors also noted differences 
between teens and adults for levels of individualism (i.e., younger members were more likely 
to be more individualist), and found significant numbers of individually oriented adult 
participants (Matsumoto et al., 1996), a finding supported by Matsumoto (1999) in a review 
of studies of collectivism and individualism. Furthermore, studies investigating self-efficacy 
in Japan and the USA have shown similar patterns of beliefs between participants in each 
country, suggesting that self-efficacy measures function similarly in both countries (Matsui, 
1994; Matsui, Ikeda, & Ohnishi, 1989). Finally, in an investigation of teachers’ beliefs and 
practices at Japanese high schools (Nishino, 2009), teacher efficacy beliefs were found to be a 
mediator of beliefs and practice. Overall, the research evidence has suggested that self-
efficacy beliefs represent individuals’ beliefs, not measures of individuality, and are 
appropriate for use in the Japanese context.  
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Regarding the development of self-efficacy beliefs, Oettingen (1995) suggested that the 
sources of self-efficacy beliefs, such as feedback, are likely to be stronger in collectivist 
cultures, that is, interpretations of the evaluative judgments of others may be given far greater 
weight in more group-oriented societies. As discussed in Section 2.1.4, feedback and support 
from colleagues, administrators, and parents (Bandura, 1997) along with student evaluations 
(Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005) have been shown to influence teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Thus, 
while teacher efficacy beliefs are derived from individuals’ interpretations of experiences and 
feedback, these interpretations may be subject to change in different cultural contexts. For 
example, a study of Vietnamese teachers of English found that social persuasion, via feedback 
from colleagues, was a stronger source of teacher efficacy beliefs (Phan & Locke, 2015). This 
finding suggests that social persuasion may be a stronger influence on the self-efficacy beliefs 
of teachers in East Asian Confucian contexts with collectivist orientations, such as Japan. The 
influence of culture on individual versus collective beliefs is discussed more in the following 
section about perceived ‘collective’ efficacy. 
 
To review, this section has discussed some issues surrounding the use of self-efficacy in 
collective, Confucian societies such as Japan, and briefly highlighted areas for attention. 
Personal self-efficacy beliefs differ from individualistic values (Bandura, 2002), and self-
efficacy has been argued to not be a culturally bound beliefs construct (Oettingen, 1995). 
Furthermore, self-efficacy measures have been used in Japan (Matsui, 1994; Matsui et al., 
1989) and other East Asian contexts (Ho & Hau, 2004; Hsieh & Kang, 2010; Hsieh & 
Schallert, 2008; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009). However evidence suggests that teacher efficacy 
beliefs may operate and develop in different ways in different cultures (Ho & Hau, 2004; 
Phan & Locke, 2015; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009); therefore, further teacher efficacy research in 
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international settings is required to help to understand dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs 
in other cultural contexts (Tsui & Kennedy, 2009). The current study aimed to address this 
gap in the teacher efficacy research literature.  
 
A further question concerns the extent to which teacher beliefs are ‘individual’ or ‘collective’ 
and the extent to which efficacy beliefs may be more ‘collective’ in countries such as Japan. 
The following section discusses the construct of ‘collective efficacy’ and introduces 
implications for the current study. 
 
2.1.8 Collective versus individual teacher efficacy beliefs 
 
Bandura (1997) has suggested that efficacy beliefs influence the choices of individuals and 
organizations. Subsequently, R. Goddard et al. (2000) explained that “collective efficacy is 
associated with the tasks, level of effort, persistence, shared thoughts, stress levels, and 
achievement of groups” (p. 482). In a later study, these authors suggested that teacher efficacy 
beliefs may be about “individual or group capability” (R. Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2004, p. 3) and were particularly relevant for schools. Given the social structure and context 
of schools as social enterprises with numerous actors working together to help students learn 
and achieve, R. Goddard et al. (2004) explained that a collective sense of efficacy 
incorporates “an organizational dimension” for understanding efficacy beliefs in schools (p. 
4). Professional practice, teacher influence on instruction, text selection, and materials 
development are examples of activities where beliefs would be formed about the “conjoint 
capability of a school faculty” (R. Goddard et al., 2004, p. 4). Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) 
further explained the potential importance of perceived collective teacher efficacy in their  
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study of teachers in Norway, stating 
 
teachers do not always work alone. In most Norwegian schools, teachers now 
work in teams sharing responsibility for a larger group of students. The actual 
instruction is partly done by individual teachers in smaller groups and partly by 
pairs of teachers in a larger group. Much of the organizing and the planning are 
done in teacher teams. The individual teachers’ self-efficacy may therefore be 
dependent on the functioning of the team (p. 613). 
 
The point here is that teacher capability on an individual level may be affected by the team 
they work with, and to a great extent, cognitions may be more appropriately considered as 
collective beliefs shared by teachers. Studies have demonstrated that perceived collective 
efficacy is related to student achievement (R. Goddard, 2002), and R. Goddard and Goddard 
(2001) showed a strong positive relationship between individual teacher efficacy beliefs and 
collective teacher efficacy beliefs. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) also identified dimensions of 
individual and collective teacher-efficacy beliefs, and showed that collective teacher efficacy 
beliefs indirectly predicted teacher burnout.  
 
In cross-cultural contexts, Klassen, Usher and Bong (2010) examined the relationship 
between perceived teacher efficacy, job stress, and job satisfaction in the USA, Canada, and 
Korea. The study found that “collectivist cultural orientation emerged as a strong predictor of 
job satisfaction for Korean teachers” (p. 480). The findings suggest that group orientation and 
teamwork amongst teachers may be reflected in their job satisfaction, where avoiding conflict 
and working towards group harmony may be key skills for teachers. However, job stress was 
positively correlated with higher perceived collective efficacy for Korean teachers, which 
may suggest normative pressure (R. Goddard et al., 2004), that is, teachers become stressed 
by comparing themselves against the efforts required by the team to encourage success. 
Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) have suggested that as result, “teachers may feel that they are 
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not able to reach the same standard” (p. 613), indicating that collective beliefs may influence 
individual beliefs. In an EFL setting, Göker (2012) investigated the perceived teacher efficacy 
of 25 EFL instructors at a school in Cyprus. The relationship between perceived collective 
efficacy and job satisfaction was investigated, and results suggested that higher collective 
efficacy was positively related with job satisfaction. Göker suggested that the results support 
the idea that higher collective efficacy is related to the extent of administrator, student, and 
parent support.  
 
The studies discussed above have implications for the current study. Research has shown that 
Japanese high schools have a ‘culture’ within teams (i.e., departments), that reinforces 
existing practice (Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004; Underwood, 2012b), into which new teachers are 
acculturated, picking up the culture and values of the teaching team and school (Sato & 
Kleinsasser, 2004). As R. Goddard and Goddard (2001) have explained, “social influences 
shape self-efficacy” (p. 815) at the group level. This finding suggests that collective teacher 
efficacy beliefs are a potential dimension of JTE efficacy beliefs for teaching English in the 
Japanese context, that perceived collective efficacy could relate to contextual or personal 
factors, and that stress or coping strategies may be contextual factors associated with 
collective efficacy and a feature of teaching in cross-cultural contexts. Accordingly, this issue 
was investigated in the current study.  
 
In summary, Klassen et al. (2011, p. 23) have explained that collective efficacy beliefs are “an 
emergent group property that influence how teachers in a school cope with a variety of 
challenges” (p. 23). Although collective efficacy has been used to study other fields 
(primarily sports) in Japan (Soares et al., 2012), there are few studies that have investigated 
collective teacher efficacy. A number of researchers have called for further research into the 
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links between individual and collective efficacy beliefs (Klassen et al., 2011). Specifically, 
researchers have called for more research on collective teacher efficacy in 'international' 
settings (i.e., outside the United States of America) (Klassen, 2010; Klassen et al., 2011). The 
current study addresses this gap in the literature.  
 
The final subsection of this first section of the chapter focuses on the study of self-efficacy for 
language learning and teaching. It reviews relevant studies of self-efficacy for learning and 
teaching languages, and notes implications for current research investigating the foreign 
language teacher efficacy of Japanese teachers of English. 
 
2.1.9 Self-efficacy for language learning and teaching 
 
Although self-efficacy has been extensively researched in other fields, comparatively few 
studies have directly examined self-efficacy within the field of language learning and teaching. 
This subsection briefly reviews the small body of extant research on self-efficacy for 
language learning and teaching in contexts outside Japan (one study carried out in Japan will 
be introduced and discussed in Section 2.3). This section reviews the study of foreign 
language teacher efficacy beliefs, and identifies areas where the current study contributes to 
the development of knowledge in the wider field.  
 
Firstly, in domains that involve the use of English, self-efficacy beliefs have been shown to be 
related to language proficiency. In a study investigating correlations between university level 
French language learners’ self-efficacy for language learning, anxiety, and listening and 
reading proficiency, Mills, Pajares, and Herron (2006) found positive correlations between 
learners’ self-efficacy for reading and French reading proficiency, and positive correlations 
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for female learners’ self-efficacy for listening and French listening proficiency. Other studies 
have shown similar results for listening (Rahimi & Abedini, 2009), indicating a positive 
relationship between self-efficacy in a language skill and proficiency in the skill. Hsieh and 
Kang (2010) investigated the relationship between learners’ self-efficacy, attributions, and 
achievements in learning English as a foreign language, noting a positive correlation between 
self-efficacy and language achievement. The studies discussed above have implications for 
the current study. Findings suggest that self-efficacy beliefs are positively related to 
proficiency or achievement in that skill, as proposed by social cognitive theory. This 
relationship, and the strength of the relationship, was investigated in the current study.  
 
In investigating teacher efficacy in the field of language learning, much of the research 
surveyed has employed variations of Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) ‘Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale’ (TSES). The short form (12 items) of the TSES has been adapted in 
one way or another in a number of studies for use in foreign language teaching contexts 
(Chacon, 2005; Swanson, 2010a; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009; Yilmaz, 2011). In one study 
concerned with novice teachers’ sense of efficacy for teaching foreign languages, carried out 
in the USA, Swanson (2010a) adapted and added to the TSES to develop the 10 item ‘Foreign 
Language Teacher Efficacy Scale’ (FLTES) with the aim of investigating the construct of 
language teacher efficacy more specifically. Exploratory factor analysis identified two factors 
in the FLTES: ‘foreign language teacher knowledge’, and ‘foreign language teacher as 
facilitator’ which correlated strongly with the three factors of the TSES. These studies 
provide support for the validity of the TSES in different contexts. Accordingly, the TSES and 
FLTES provided the basis from which items were adapted for use in the current study.   
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Teacher experience has been noted as a key factor associated with foreign language teacher 
efficacy beliefs. Swanson’s (2010a) study of foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs showed 
significant differences between novice and veteran teachers regarding the dimension of 
‘foreign language teacher as facilitator’. Meanwhile, in a study of elementary school teachers 
in Hong Kong, Cheung (2006) found that teachers with more experience had stronger general 
teacher efficacy beliefs. Teacher efficacy beliefs are proposed to develop and strengthen over 
time (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). For example, Pajares (1992) suggested that 
the efficacy beliefs of practicing teachers tend to become stable as they grow in years of 
experience. It has been argued that foreign-language teachers with low self-efficacy for 
teaching may be more likely to leave the profession (Swanson, 2010a). The implications of 
these studies suggest that novice teachers, who may have fewer experiences they interpret as 
successful (i.e., mastery experiences), may have more problems adjusting to curriculum or 
methodological change. Furthermore, research has demonstrated that context variables affect 
novice teachers’ efficacy beliefs more strongly (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). 
Accordingly, experience may be a factor that influences teacher efficacy. The current study 
investigated this relationship further by examining the nature of the relationship between 
teacher efficacy beliefs and years of experience as a teacher.  
 
Training and teaching experiences have been shown to influence teacher efficacy. In a study 
of pre-service English teachers’ instructional skills development and self-efficacy for teaching 
in Cyprus, Göker (2006) found that peer coaching led to a significant positive effect on 
teachers’ general self-efficacy for teaching and seven instructional skills. The study used an 
experimental design with data collected using Bandura’s General Efficacy Scale (Bandura, 
1997). Göker (2006) suggested that experiential activities acted as mastery experiences in the 
development of the pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy for teaching. In another study, Yough 
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(2011) found that mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and affective states were highly 
related to teachers’ self-efficacy for teaching, while social persuasion was not a significant 
factor in contributing to self-efficacy beliefs. These studies highlighted the importance of 
successful training experiences on teacher efficacy beliefs. The current study investigated this 
relationship further by examining the nature of the relationship between teacher efficacy 
beliefs and training experiences as teachers.   
 
While few studies have directly focused on teacher efficacy in the field of language learning, 
the results of studies that have focused on teacher efficacy suggest a similar positive 
relationship between teacher efficacy and language proficiency. In a mixed-method study 
with Venezuelan middle school English teachers, Chacon (2005) used a (slightly) adapted 
version of the TSES instrument (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and found that 
teachers with higher self-reported English proficiency levels were more likely to have higher 
efficacy for teaching English. Chacon (2005) argued that  
the higher the teachers’ perceived efficacy in the language skills (speaking, 
listening, writing, and reading), the higher their sense of efficacy to motivate 
students and to design instructional strategies. In this sense, it is important to 
note that EFL teachers’ confidence about their capabilities to teach English 
affects their perceived efficacy to bring about student change (p. 269). 
 
Chacon’s point here is that there is a relationship between the skills that teacher perceive 
themselves to hold, and their beliefs in their capability to transfer those skills and apply their 
knowledge as teachers. Therefore, teachers with weaker efficacy beliefs may be less likely to 
attempt to engage students, while those with higher efficacy may be more likely to focus on 
providing students with mastery experiences focused on using English to communicate. 
Chacon (2005) stated “it is critical to provide EFL teachers with mastery experiences that help 
them build a stronger sense of efficacy in the language skills as well as in their capabilities to 
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use CLT to foster social interaction” (p. 266). She went on to suggest that there is a need for 
more research into teacher efficacy in ‘EFL’ (English as a foreign language) learning contexts 
in order to understand what factors influence teacher efficacy in different situations. The 
current study contributes to knowledge in the field by addressing this gap in the research 
literature. 
 
Chacon’s findings are echoed by Yilmaz (2011), who investigated the self-efficacy for 
teaching of Turkish primary and high-school EFL teachers. He used a self-developed 
questionnaire based on the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), Butler’s (2004) 
instrument for investigating the proficiency needs of elementary school teachers, and 
Chacon’s (2005) instrument. Yilmaz (2011) found statistically significant correlations 
between teachers’ efficacy beliefs and reported language proficiency. He explained that “the 
more proficient the EFL teachers perceived themselves to be across the four basic skills3 the 
more efficacious they felt” (p. 99). The findings suggest that perceived teacher English 
proficiency may be a key factor influencing teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
Although the two studies reviewed above are both correlational in design, they have clear 
implications. Teachers’ language proficiency appears to be positively related to foreign 
language teacher efficacy, suggesting that language proficiency influences teacher efficacy 
beliefs. It seems natural that an individual with low self-efficacy for doing something would 
also have low self-efficacy for teaching it. These findings have strong relevance for the 
current study and provide a rationale for investigating teacher proficiency in relation to 
teacher efficacy in the Japanese context. Firstly, the English language level of Japanese 
                                                
3 Speaking, listening, reading, and writing 
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English secondary teachers has been reported to be low (Commission on the Development of 
Foreign Language Proficiency, 2011). Secondly, teachers’ language proficiency has been 
suggested to influence their sense of efficacy for teaching. Finally, the extent to which high 
school English teachers, with higher or lower proficiency, are confident about their capability 
to teach English is an area in which research has been called for in Japan (Nishino, 2009). The 
current study contributes to address this gap by investigating the influence of English 
proficiency on teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
In summary, the relevance of the studies reviewed in this section concerns the extent to which 
Japanese high school teachers of English have enactive mastery or vicarious experiences of 
using or teaching English, and how these experiences relate to their teacher efficacy beliefs. 
Furthermore, given that language proficiency has been suggested to influence teacher efficacy 
beliefs, a question that this study investigated was the influence of the new Course of Study, 
which mandated a more communicative approach to language teaching and greater use of 
English in high school English classrooms. Specifically, the current study investigated the 
relationship between the requirement to teach English ‘in English’ with teacher efficacy 
beliefs. However, what were the changes required of teachers in the new COS and what is the 
history of language education reform and study of teacher cognition in Japan? In order to 
better understand the context of the research, the following section introduces and discusses 
aspects of English language education at the high school level, and highlights factors that may 
influence JTEs’ confidence to teach English. Before that, a brief section summary is presented 
below.  
 
By focusing on teacher efficacy research, the chapter thus far has outlined the theoretical and 
empirical basis for using the construct of teacher efficacy. Five ways in which the current 
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study contributes to the field of teacher efficacy research were highlighted: (1) more teacher 
efficacy studies have been called for in international contexts (Klassen et al., 2011); (2) more 
teacher efficacy research has been called for which investigates the dimensions of teacher 
efficacy in non-western cultural settings such as Japan (Tsui & Kennedy, 2009); (3) more 
studies are required which investigate the relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and 
years of experience (Cheung, 2006); (4) more teacher efficacy research has been called for in 
EFL contexts (Chacon, 2005); and (5) more research is needed which examines the 
relationship between English proficiency and foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs 
(Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 2011).  
 
2.2 Language education reforms in Japan 
 
This section focuses on the research context. It introduces the setting of the study, and 
outlines the history and development of language education reform in Japan. It highlights 
factors that may influence JTEs' confidence to teach English, and shows the need for research 
concerning the requirement of the new Course of Study for English teachers to teach using 
English.  
 
2.2.1 Early reform efforts: The ‘Action Plan’ 
 
Reform efforts in language education in Japan are not new. In 1986, the JET program was 
started by the Japanese government in order to push kokusaika (internationalization) efforts, 
and raise the profile of English language education. More explicit communicative-oriented 
movements began in the 1990s and led to revised Courses of Study (Ministry of Education, 
1998, 1999) that emphasized the importance of communicative ability in English. In 2003, the 
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newly formed Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology adopted the 
‘Action Plan’ to “cultivate Japanese with English abilities” (MEXT, 2003). Announced on 
March 31, 2003, the project was designed to improve the communicative English abilities of 
Japanese secondary school students by encouraging communicative language teaching in 
secondary schools and expanding English language classes at the elementary level. 
 
The Action Plan and language reforms during the 2000s stimulated a wide range of research. 
A number of studies focused on problems related to the Action Plan itself (Aspinall, 2006; 
Hashimoto, 2009; McKenzie, 2008; Sage, 2007), with severe criticism of the feasibility of the 
reforms (Hashimoto, 2009; Hato, 2005; Honna & Takeshita, 2005). Others focused on 
difficulties working with Assistant Language Teachers (ALTS) (Shibata, 2010), elementary 
school teachers’ struggle to provide English lessons (Murphey, Falout, Elwood, Hood, & 
Data, 2009; Nikolova, 2008), and English textbooks (Yamanaka, 2006). Much attention 
however, focused on teachers’ efforts to implement CLT at the secondary level (Chiba & 
Matsuura, 2004; M. Cook, 2009; Gorsuch, 2001; Matsuura et al., 2001; Nishino, 2008; Sakui, 
2001, 2004, 2007; Taguchi, 2002, 2005). 
 
The Action Plan threw educators into a difficult, uncertain position. Studies (Hashimoto, 
2009; Hato, 2005) highlighted a contradiction between policy objectives and outcomes, and 
showed that the Action Plan created a system in which teachers struggled to balance 
competing priorities and implement communicative-oriented reforms. For example, Hato 
(2005), in a sustained critique of the Action Plan, argued that the learning requirements were 
unfeasible, stating “it has not been verified that the degrees of proficiency required at junior 
and senior high school levels can actually be achieved within the class hours allotted for 
English” (p. 38). She went on to discuss how the “unattainable objectives” and “insufficient 
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time” (p. 48) allotted to English study in the plan would be likely to lead to a continuation and 
reinforcement of Japan’s perceived failure regarding English education.  
 
Taking a critical discourse analysis (CDA) approach, Hashimoto (2009) explained the 
contradictory nature of the Action Plan as a part of a wider discourse involving the 
developing role of English in Japanese society.  She also noted that the drivers of English 
education in Japan are derived from the business community’s desire for English skills to 
cope with the IT revolution and globalization.  The author questioned the feasibility of the 
plan, as attainment targets were set by year level rather than proficiency level, making 
allowances for actual needs of individual learners difficult to take into consideration.  
 
The studies outlined above provide a background for considering the difficulties that teachers 
had in adopting CLT during the 2000s. The Action Plan succeeded in changing the focus of 
the foreign language curriculum to a greater focus towards communication, but ultimately 
resulted in little change in classrooms. The following section briefly outlines some reasons for 
the difficulties that teachers had in implementing the Action Plan and CLT in Japan, and 
highlights factors that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
2.2.2 Factors limiting the implementation of the ‘Action Plan’ and CLT 
 
A number of reasons have been offered to explain teachers’ difficulties adopting CLT in the 
Action Plan. A substantial body of teacher cognition research investigated teachers’ beliefs 
and practices during the 2000s (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007; Nishino, 2008, 2009; Nishino & 
Watanabe, 2008; Sakui, 2004; Taguchi, 2002, 2005) with a focus on the implementation of 
CLT at the high school level and the difficulties that teachers had in implementing 
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communicative focused language learning. These include the importance of university 
entrance preparation in classes at the expense of communicative activities (Kikuchi, 2006 
Sakui, 2004 #154), the reliance on grammar-translation (yakudoku) teaching techniques 
(Butler, 2011; Gorsuch, 2001), a lack of knowledge about how to implement CLT (Sakui, 
2004; Taguchi, 2002, 2005); resistance to innovation (M. Cook, 2009; Sato & Kleinsasser, 
2004); and poor pre-service and in-service teacher training (Gorsuch, 2001; Kizuka, 2006). 
Other factors that have received less attention are teacher language proficiency, and the extent 
to which teachers are overburdened by administration and extra-curricular activities 
(O'Donnell, 2005). Overall, there is a well-developed literature detailing the various obstacles 
to implementing CLT in Japanese secondary schools. A selection of these studies are 
introduced and summarized in the remainder of this section, including discussion about their 
relevance to the current study. 
 
Japan’s ‘examination hell’ or juken benkyo has received much attention in both the media and 
research literature as a major factor influencing teacher practice. University entrance systems 
were the source of an ongoing debate during the 1990s, with questions raised about the 
importance and content of the National university entrance ‘Center’ Test (NCT). Specifically, 
the influence of the exam system on English education at the secondary level in Japan (Brown, 
1995, 1998, 2000), and the NCT’s focus on translation and receptive skills (Brown & 
Yamashita, 1995; Kikuchi, 2006) drove teachers to focus on test preparation at the expense of 
other activities. For example, Sakui (2004) investigated Japanese senior and junior high 
school English teachers’ beliefs and practices with respect to CLT implementation using 
situated-evaluation (Bruce & Rubin, 1993), a form of evaluation which emphasizes the 
“innovation-in use” by “understanding the different ways in which the innovation is realized” 
(Bruce & Rubin, 1993, p. 203). Sakui collected data using interviews with twelve teachers, 
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conducted longitudinal classroom observations with three teachers, and analysed documents, 
artefacts, and Ministry policies. Sakui noted that teachers did tend to have similar 
interpretations of CLT to those expressed in MEXT documentation, but still retained beliefs 
that grammar instruction was required before learners should attempt communicative tasks. 
The study found that teacher’s beliefs and practices varied, that the ‘realized curriculum’ 
varied greatly from the ‘idealized’ policy, and that social constraints affected the practice of 
CLT by teachers. As Sakui (2004), explained, “most of the junior high school teachers in this 
study assume great responsibility for preparing their students for high school examinations” 
adding “two out of three high school teachers in this study stated that they need to prepare 
their students for university entrance examinations” (p. 154). 
 
Despite the addition in 2006 of a listening section to the NCT, criticisms of the test format 
and structure continued (Sage, 2007). Brown (2000) had warned that the potential positive 
washback effects of the exam on teaching were being lost by limiting the focus of the test, 
and this issue appears to have been a factor which drove teacher practice towards examination 
preparation (Kikuchi, 2006, 2009). Underwood (2010) suggested that the content of the test 
focused students on studying very low frequency words at the expense of more useful higher 
frequency vocabulary. Furthermore, Underwood (2010) also showed that Japanese high 
school textbooks did not meet the language requirements required for the NCT, and suggested 
that “supplementary comprehension exercises to enhance cognitive, reading skill, and test 
literacy development should be considered” (p. 181). Thus, while teachers may have been 
positively oriented towards CLT (Taguchi, 2002), their primary role remained preparing 
students for exams. Recent studies (Thompson & Yanagita, 2015; Underwood, 2013) suggest 
that examination preparation continues to remain the key concern for teachers. 
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A second factor is related to teaching methodology. Gorsuch (1998) has explained that the 
strong historical orientation towards yakudoku (a form of grammar-translation) stems from 
the heavy literature focus common in tradition language education in Japan. Reading, 
translation, and literary appreciation have traditionally been cornerstones of foreign language 
learning, teaching, and assessment in Japan. This study of language for knowledge (Takanashi, 
2004) contrasts with the assumptions about language learning and teaching involved in CLT 
that focus on the negotiation of meaning through communicative activities. Furthermore, 
Gorsuch (2001) and Butler (2011) explained that yakudoku has been favoured as a 
methodology for entrance test preparation, and therefore maintains a hold in classroom 
practice due to the slow development of the entrance examination system to more 
communicative language testing. Recent research suggests that the influence of yakudoku 
continues. Thompson and Yanagita (2015) introduced a curriculum project carried out at a 
Japanese high school which was designed to work around an institutional requirement to use 
yakudoku to prepare students for entrance exams. However, the perception that the NCT 
drives methodology has also been challenged. Underwood (2012) has shown that university 
entrance exams in Japan have changed their content to be more focused on listening and 
comprehension, rather than translation skills. However, he also noted that many teachers may 
be unaware of those changes, suggesting that the influence of the NCT on teaching 
methodology continues due to a lack of teacher awareness about changes in test content. This 
issue was examined in this study. 
 
A lack of teacher training experiences is a third related factor that has been mentioned as 
influencing the implementation of CLT (Kizuka, 2006). Some international studies have 
praised the emphasis of the Japanese education and teacher training system on peer and in-
service development (Kinney, 1997; Martin, 2004). However, new teachers rely on the 
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training experiences they receive from older colleagues after joining schools. In contrast to 
many other countries, teacher training in Japan has been strongly oriented to in-service as 
opposed to pre-service training (Martin, 2004). Yonesaka (1999) explained that in-service 
training is considered relatively more important than pre-service training in the Japanese 
context, where acculturation as teaching professionals and as members of schools is 
emphasized. In contrast, the shortness of the teaching practicum for pre-service teachers 
stands out, and Nagasawa (2004) noted it may be as short as two weeks in some cases. 
Japanese high school English teachers in some studies have reported they were not trained to 
teach in other ways to yakudoku (Lamie, 2001; Rapley, 2008). Other studies have noted that 
the culture of Japanese high school schools reinforces existing practice and pushes novice 
teachers to adapt to methodologies and systems already in place (Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004). 
 
To what extent do these factors relate to teachers’ confidence to teach English? Contextual, 
task, and personal variables are hypothesized to influence the choices that teachers make 
about practice. As Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) have explained,   
 
in assessing beliefs about their teaching capability in a particular context, 
teachers make two related judgments: the requirements of an anticipated 
teaching task and an assessment of their personal teaching competence in light 
of those requirements (p. 5) 
 
Ingrained practices and contextual variables such as examinations may affect teacher 
confidence when there are gaps between expected task (i.e., communicative English teaching 
in the Action Plan or new COS) and common practice (i.e., yakudoku and exam preparation). 
In such situations, teachers with fewer experiences to call upon (i.e., a lack of mastery 
experiences) may have weaker self-efficacy beliefs for teaching.   
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Pre-service and in-service teacher training experiences may influence teacher efficacy beliefs. 
Yonesaka (1999) reported a number of positive factors related to the support of trainee 
teachers during their practicum, and the positive orientation of the program in building 
confidence. However, a number of questions arise from the teacher training system in relation 
to curriculum reform and innovation. The burden for teacher development is placed firmly in 
the hands of high schools and research has shown that schools have emphasized the 
acculturation of new teachers to existing practice, rather than innovation (Sato & Kleinsasser, 
2004). Furthermore, there may be limited pre-service opportunities to experiment with 
different methodologies. Yonesaka (1999) noted three ways in which pre-service training in 
Japan did not emphasize innovation, but conformity: the strong culture of seniority in 
Japanese society; the fact that many trainees often return to their old high schools for training; 
and the focus of training being on becoming acculturated “into the profession” (p. 13). Finally, 
with observation by experienced teachers a major part of the teaching practicum (Yonesaka, 
1999), questions remain about the extent to which prospective teachers are exposed to models 
of behaviour aligned with the educational innovations emphasized by the MEXT, or are being 
acculturated to senior teachers’ established practices. It is perhaps not surprisingly therefore, 
that other studies concerning teacher training in Japanese contexts have found that teachers in 
Japan have reported feeling unprepared for teaching in ways other than yakudoku (Lamie, 
2001).  
 
Furthermore, teachers are likely to assess collegial support and feedback in the assessment of 
their teacher efficacy beliefs  (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). However, studies 
in Japan have shown that support systems can work against innovation or development. 
Underwood (2012) explained about the importance of ‘group think’ at Japanese high school 
for continuing the ‘status quo’ practice. Furthermore, Sato and Kleinasser (2004) showed that 
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collaboration only reinforced the existing familiar practices of teaching, rather than leading to 
innovation. Finally, M. Cook (2009) found strong colleague resistance to curriculum 
innovation in Japanese high school English classes. Thus, the influence of contextual factors 
such as entrance exams, entrenched practices, colleague pressure, and training experiences 
may be factors that affect JTEs’ confidence to teach English communicatively.  
 
Overseas training experiences may also influence teacher efficacy beliefs. In a study of the 
impact of an overseas teacher education program on Japanese secondary school teachers’ 
beliefs and practices, Kurihara and Samimy (2007) used a questionnaire and conducted semi-
structured interviews with public school teachers from Japan who had returned from a 
teacher-training program in the United States. The results suggested that the teachers believed 
their teaching practices had become more communicative and had positively influenced their 
confidence to teach. However, participants also identified the issue of how to balance the 
social settings and cultural factors involved with their teaching contexts, which made it 
difficult for them to integrate communicative activities in lessons. The authors suggested the 
importance of  “professional, social, and cultural factors” in (re)shaping and affecting teachers’ 
beliefs and practices (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007, p. 117).  
 
Further support to reinforce the importance of contextual factors comes from Nagamine 
(2007) who investigated pre-service Japanese teachers’ beliefs using multiple data collection 
methods (but with a primary focus on collaborative journaling). The findings highlighted the 
difficulties in interpreting changing beliefs, but noted significant conflict between the 
participants’ individual beliefs and the contextual ‘unwritten rules’ of the schools where they 
participated in teaching their practicum. This finding resulted in classroom practices in 
conflict with their beliefs and CLT principles. Secondly, the participants were observed to be 
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“constantly prioritizing various context-specific factors before, during, and after their 
practicum experiences” (Nagamine, 2007, p. 214).  
 
To what extent may pre-service and in-service experiences be related to teacher efficacy 
beliefs? Self-efficacy theory postulates that previous experiences are crucial in developing 
self-efficacy beliefs, which are strongly influenced by mastery and vicarious experiences 
(Bandura, 1977, 1997). Furthermore, encouragement (or discouragement) from senior 
colleagues can be a powerful source of confidence for beginning teachers (Mulholland & 
Wallace, 2001). Ota (2000) stated that in their first year of teaching, new teachers are 
regarded as trainees, and are “supervised” by a senior teacher in the school (p. 47). Given that 
the primary means of development for novice teachers are very busy, older, experienced 
teachers perhaps more likely to train novice teachers in existing (perhaps long-standing) 
methodologies, the issue of teacher training and other development experiences requires 
attention in the literature. Furthermore, Nishino (2009) has suggested that there is a need to 
integrate information about teachers’ past experiences into teacher cognition studies in Japan. 
This study contributes to address this gap in the research literature by investigating the 
relationship between training experiences and teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
Teacher knowledge about CLT may be a factor that influences teacher efficacy beliefs. A 
number of studies have demonstrated gaps between teachers’ beliefs and practices (Nishino, 
2009; Sakui, 2004; Taguchi, 2002, 2005) where teachers may have positive attitudes towards 
CLT but do not integrate CLT into their teaching practice. Studies (Nishino, 2009; Sakui, 
2004; Taguchi, 2005) have suggested that teachers may have a lack of knowledge about CLT, 
thus they may not be able to adapt CLT to the JTE context while attending to contextual 
requirements (i.e., university entrance examinations). For example, Taguchi (2005) 
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investigated the perceptions of 92 Japanese secondary school teachers’ towards oral 
communication courses and their difficulties in implementing them. Survey data were 
supplemented with four class observations at two different high schools using the 
Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching Observation Scheme (COLT) (Spada & 
Frohlich, 1995). Taguchi found that the “form-focused, translation-based instruction method, 
transferred from traditional English classes, also surfaced as a characteristic of OC [oral 
communication] classes observed in this study” and lamented that teachers’ practices in 
classrooms were still rooted in their traditional methods due to a lack of  “expertise and 
experience in designing communicative activities” (p. 10). Overall, Taguchi’s (2005) study 
suggested that external constraints such as the need to prepare for examinations were strong 
factors hindering the introduction of CLT in secondary schools. However, her study also 
suggested that teachers needed to adapt and develop their teaching skills and strategies to 
implement CLT.  
 
Another factor related to teachers’ reluctance to adopt more communicatively focused 
methodologies is their proficiency in the language. Following a study of CLT implementation 
in the Venezuelan context, Chacon (2005) argued that CLT implicitly assumes teachers to be 
proficient in English. Therefore, teachers with low confidence in their English ability may 
rely on the grammar-translation method, translation activities, and tests. While yakudoku and 
other factors have been extensively researched and discussed in the research literature related 
to English language provision at the high school level in Japan, teacher proficiency has 
received relatively little attention. It has been shown to be an ongoing issue in teacher 
development (Mondejar et al., 2012), and suggested as an area for further research by Nishino 
(2009). Extant research in other contexts, alongside calls for further research in Japan, suggest 
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that English language proficiency is a factor related to JTEs' confidence to teach English. The 
current research addresses this gap in the teacher cognition literature.  
 
Finally, Japanese high school teachers have been shown to have very demanding workloads. 
The extent to which they have sufficient time available to plan and organize their lessons is a 
final factor that has been suggested to inhibit curricular development, and may be related to 
their confidence to teach. Sakui (2004) found teachers’ time constraints limited their ability to 
utilize CLT, due to other duties which affected their time to plan and reflect upon lessons. In 
an ethnographic study investigating the beliefs of five secondary English teachers in Japan, 
O’Donnell (2005) found that teaching accounted for less than half of the work-related 
responsibilities of the participants and suggested that the heavy burden of non-teaching tasks 
limited their ability to adopt innovations. O’Donnell’s study is widely cited, but the 
relationship between non-teaching environmental factors and JTE teacher cognition has 
received little attention in the literature. One recent study further highlighted teacher stress 
and the workload of teachers. Underwood (2013) explained that teacher intentions to 
implement CLT under the new COS were influenced by their extra-curricular duties. The 
study showed that the time and stress of other duties was a contextual factor influencing 
teacher development. As Borg (2003) has noted, contextual factors may facilitate or hinder 
teachers’ decisions, and therefore require further investigation. The current study contributes 
to addressing this gap in the research by investigating the influence of other variables, such as 
time spent on other duties, in relation to JTEs’ teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
This section has identified key contextual, behavioural, and personal factors that have been 
found to influence JTEs’ cognitions and practice regarding English teaching. While factors 
such as university exams, and the influence of yakudoku have received considerable attention, 
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this section has shown that teacher proficiency, experiences, knowledge, and external 
contextual variables are areas where further research continues to be needed. In the following 
section, the most recent MEXT reforms are introduced, and it will be argued that the 
implications from these reforms strengthen the rationale for the current research into JTEs’ 
confidence to teach English, and factors that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs. 
 
2.2.3 Recent MEXT reforms: The new Course of Study 
 
In recognition of (or despite) the criticisms outlined in the previous section, the MEXT 
continued to push reform and a communicative focus for English study with changes 
announced in 2008 (MEXT, 2008) to the curriculum guidelines for high schools. These 
emphasized gengo ryoku - literacy and critical thinking skills across the curriculum. Stewart 
(2009) likened the changes to Sudermann and Cisar’s (1992) ‘language across the curriculum’ 
pedagogical approach, which involved expanding opportunities for using language beyond 
traditional language classroom activities. This finding suggests a change from the traditional 
approach to study of language, which focused on knowledge (Takanashi, 2004) to a stronger 
focus on communicative competency development. Changes included the introduction of 
compulsory foreign language activities in elementary schools, a 30% increase in the number 
of English classes in junior high schools, and most controversially, the introduction at senior 
high schools of initiatives to have English classes conducted in English (for information in 
English, see the Commission on the Development of Foreign Language Proficiency, 2011). 
Changes to course names and structures are shown in Table 1, which is adapted from 
Glasgow (2012). The changes show a shift towards integrated skills and production in 
language learning within an integrated framework. It is clear that the revised curriculum 
purports to focus on the use of English for communication.  
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Table 1. Revisions to the Course of Study for foreign languages for high schools (MEXT, 
2010a) 
Old Course of Study New Course of Study 
English 1 (Integrated skills)* 
English 2 (Integrated skills) 
Oral Communication 1 (Speaking/listening)* 
Oral Communication 2 (Speaking/listening) 
Reading 
Writing 
Communication English Basic 
Communication English 1 (Integrated skills)* 
Communication English 2 (Integrated skills) 
Communication English 3 (Integrated skills) 
English Expression 1 (Speaking/writing) 
English Expression 2 (Speaking/writing) 
English Conversation 1 (Speaking/listening) 
Note: * denotes compulsory course 
 
In a summary of the changes to the curriculum guidelines, Stewart (2009) provided a stark 
overview of the challenges involved in implementing the new Course of Study. He noted The 
Japan Times (2009) warning that a serious change in attitude was required in order to see 
results. Citing Yoshida (2009), Stewart outlined the scope of the new guidelines, noting 
earlier reports (M. Wada, 2002) that governmental policies encouraging communicative 
language use in the past had been ignored by teachers in the classroom, a major potential 
problem for the new Course of Study. Anecdotal evidence from teachers writing in the media 
suggested that the directive to teachers to conduct English lessons in English startled them 
(Nose, 2010), while the MEXT itself recognized that only 24% of junior high school and 49% 
of senior high school teachers had attained the English proficiency benchmark levels set by 
the MEXT (Commission on the Development of Foreign Language Proficiency, 2011). The 
scope of the reforms and impact on teachers, specifically the focus on CLT and requirement 
to teach in English as much as possible, suggested that research was needed into the effect of 
the policy on teachers’ cognition.  
 
Glasgow’s (2012) investigation of high school teachers’ understanding about the new Course 
of Study further illustrated the need for research on the effect of the new COS on teachers. In 
a study investigating the perceptions of native speaking teachers (n=21) and JTEs (n=32) 
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about the mandate requiring English lessons to be carried out in English, Glasgow used a 
questionnaire and interviews to investigate teachers’ perceptions about the success of the new 
policy, and their understanding of the requirements of the new COS. An overwhelming 
percentage of JTE respondents reported that they somewhat understood or fully understood 
the new policy and their roles. However, none reported feeling confident about the success of 
the new policy, with 47% of respondents answering ‘no’ to the question “Will the MEXT 
2013 policy be implemented successfully?” and 53% unsure (Glasgow, 2012, p. 404). 
Reporting interview data from JTE participants, Glasgow noted concerns about the 
naturalness of conducting classes in English for JTEs, along with concerns that a key external 
contextual factor - university entrance tests – were not being revised to allow for stronger 
alignment with the new COS.  In conclusion, Glasgow (2012) suggested that methodological 
training and provision for flexibility in implementing English instruction will be essential for 
ensuring successful implementation of the new COS, and that more research is required into 
the use of English by JTEs in their classrooms. The current study contributes to address this 
issue by examining the relationship between teacher use of English and teacher efficacy 
beliefs. 
 
There is a need for research into how the requirements of the new Course of Study have 
affected teachers, as the relationship between the requirements of the new COS and teacher 
confidence is unclear. A specific feature of the new COS is the directive for teachers to use 
English to teach ‘in principle’. In a study of teachers’ perceptions about how the policy will 
be implemented, Glasgow (2014b) suggested that there may be little change in the use of 
English by teachers. In a previous study, Glasgow (2012) found that JTEs’ have low 
confidence in the success of the new policy and their capability to carry out lessons in English. 
On the other hand, the new policy may provide teachers with opportunity for development. 
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For example, Nishino (2009) reported interview data from a JTE which suggested that using 
English in class was a positive way of developing their own language skill, thus teachers 
“may be able to gain confidence in their ability to use English and CLT tasks through using 
English in their classes” (p. 307). Accordingly, the new COS may have a positive effect on 
the teacher efficacy of JTEs, by encouraging their English proficiency development. As 
teachers with a higher sense of teacher efficacy have been shown to be more willing to 
implement curriculum innovations in other contexts (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Guskey, 1988), 
research suggests that teachers with a higher sense of efficacy may be more “open to new 
ideas and more willing to experiment with new methods” (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 
16). In other words, teachers with a higher sense of teacher efficacy may be more likely to use 
English more in their classes. This study develops knowledge about how the new Course of 
Study, specifically the requirement for teachers to use English as much as possible in class, 
relates to teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
In summary, this section has provided a brief history of English language education reforms 
in Japan during the last 20 years, firstly by introducing the process of reforms, and then 
focusing on the factors that have been noted as influencing the implementation of such efforts. 
English education reform has been an ongoing and rocky process and many familiar problems 
appear to remain - led by teachers’ ongoing difficulties in adapting to communicative English 
lessons due to entrance examinations, limitations in teacher training and development 
limitations, and the pervasiveness of yakudoku. Extant research suggests that JTEs may lack 
mastery and vicarious teaching experiences to teach English communicatively (Sakui, 2004; 
Taguchi, 2005; Thompson & Yanagita, 2015). The new COS extended the requirements on 
teachers further, despite the demonstrated low levels of teacher proficiency (Commission on 
the Development of Foreign Language Proficiency, 2011) in Japan. A number of factors 
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which may influence teacher efficacy beliefs have been introduced and discussed: teacher 
practices such as yakudoku; training experiences and years of experience; English 
proficiency; collegial support and/or resistance; contextual variables such as teachers’ other 
duties, university examinations, and the requirements of the new Course of Study for teachers 
to teach in English.  
 
The two sections of the chapter thus far have outlined the construct of teacher efficacy and 
introduced the research context. The following section brings the two together and focuses on 
the rationale for using the construct of teacher efficacy to investigate Japanese high school 
English teacher (JTE) cognition. It reviews selected studies from the small body of extant 
research on foreign language teacher efficacy in the Japanese context, and suggests that there 
is a need for teacher cognition research that is context and task specific (i.e., investigates task 
specific beliefs in context). It argues that the current study builds on work that has shown the 
value of teacher efficacy for investigating teacher cognition in Japan. Key conceptual 
frameworks for studying teacher cognition that have influenced the design of this study will 
also be introduced. The chapter will conclude by summarizing the problem for the current 
study, provide a justification for the study, and introduce the research questions. 
 
2.3. A rationale for the use of teacher efficacy to investigate JTE confidence to teach English 
 
This chapter now focuses on the argument for the use of the construct of teacher efficacy to 
investigate Japanese high school English teachers’ confidence to teach English. It highlights 
relevant gaps in the literature, and argues that this study develops upon existing knowledge 
about teacher efficacy in the JTE context.  
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2.3.1 Teacher efficacy research in the JTE context 
 
Although there is a wide body of research about JTE teacher beliefs, few language teacher 
cognition studies in Japan have examined teacher efficacy. Previous studies of JTEs have 
discussed changes in teacher ‘confidence’ (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007; Nagamine, 2007) due 
to skills developed from participation in overseas training programs (Kurihara & Samimy, 
2007) or pre-service programs (Nagamine, 2007). This section reviews the small body of 
extant research on JTE teacher efficacy, argues that the current study develops upon 
knowledge, and responds to calls for research about the relationship between JTE efficacy 
beliefs and personal and contextual variables that may influence teacher confidence. 
 
Using mixed methods to collect data, Nishino (2009) investigated Japanese high school 
teachers’ beliefs and practices concerning CLT, finding inconsistencies between in-service 
English secondary school teachers’ reported beliefs and their actual practices. Nishino (2009, 
2012) used path analysis to test a framework of teachers’ beliefs and practices based on 
Borg’s (2003) initial framework of teacher cognition (see Figure 2).  
 
Nishino’s (2009) conceptual framework discriminated between pre-service and in-service 
training experiences, and she hypothesized that teaching efficacy was an important construct 
related to the implementation of curriculum innovation, highlighting the predictive value that 
self-efficacy had in Smylie’s (1988) study on changes in teacher practice. Accordingly, she 
added the construct of ‘Perceived Teaching Efficacy’ as a separate variable to ‘Teacher 
beliefs about CLT’, hypothesizing that the variables would independently influence classroom 
practices (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 2. Borg’s initial conceptual framework of teacher cognition (2003) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Nishino’s initial conceptual framework of teacher beliefs and practices (2009) 
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Nishino’s (2009) questionnaire asked teachers to self-report responses using a six point likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree) related to the six areas of the conceptual 
framework: (1) teacher beliefs about CLT; (2) perceived teaching efficacy; (3) pre-service 
training; (4) in-service training; (5) contextual factors; and (6) classroom practices. Principal 
Components Analysis (PCA), a type of factor analysis, initially identified 11 factors related to 
experiences, beliefs, context, self-efficacy, and classroom practices, eight of which were 
retained in the final path model (Figure 4): (1) In-service Teacher Training; (2) L2 (i.e., 
English) Self-confidence; (3) Exam-related Expectations; (4) Influence of MEXT Policy; (5) 
Student-related Communicative Conditions; (6) Positive CLT Beliefs; (7) CLT Self-efficacy; 
and (8) Classroom Practice. 
 
 
Figure 4. Nishino’s teacher belief path model (Nishino, 2009) 
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Nishino’s (2009) final path analysis placed ‘Student-related Communicative Conditions’, 
‘Exam-related Expectations’, and ‘CLT Self-efficacy’, as the key mediating variables of 
teachers’ classroom practices (see Figure 4). The results showed a dynamic relationship 
between teacher beliefs, contextual factors, and practice. Nishino’s study highlighted the 
influence of contextual factors on teacher beliefs and practices and the mediating role of 
teacher efficacy beliefs. Accordingly, Nishino (2009) suggested that Borg’s (2006) revised 
conceptual framework (Figure 5) of the factors affecting teacher cognition was more 
appropriate than the earlier model (Borg, 2003), due to the heavy influence of contextual 
factors in influencing teacher behaviour.  
 
 
 
Figure 5. Borg’s revised conceptual framework of teacher cognition (2006) 
 
 
The results of the Nishino study (2009) inform the current study in a number of important 
ways. The study highlighted the gap between positive CLT beliefs and classroom practice. 
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Although the participants held positive beliefs about CLT, their beliefs did not translate to 
frequent use of CLT activities in class. This finding is supported by the path model, which 
showed that positive beliefs about CLT had no direct influence on classroom practices, but 
that beliefs did indirectly affect classroom practices via self-efficacy for CLT. Accordingly, 
Nishino’s (2009) study provides a rationale for studying teacher efficacy in order to 
contextualize teacher cognition, as teacher efficacy beliefs were shown to be a mediating 
variable for CLT beliefs in influencing practice.  
 
However, two issues should be noted about the way in which teacher efficacy beliefs were 
investigated in the Nishino (2009) study: (1) the extent to which the items were written in 
such a way as to capture teacher judgments of future capability (i.e., self-efficacy) rather than 
current ability (i.e., self-concept) (Bandura, 1997); and (2) the extent to which the items 
reflect the full extent of teacher activity (Bandura, 2006) or focused only on teachers’ 
judgments of their capability in relation to a selection of communicative language teaching 
tasks. An analysis of the four items included in the final path model labelled ‘CLT Self-
efficacy’ suggests that the Nishino (2009) items are limited on both counts. The four items 
that comprised the ‘CLT Self-efficacy’ variable in the final path model were: (1) “I supervise 
the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group work”; (2) “I provide 
activities in which my students can enjoy communicating in English”; (3) “I adequately 
facilitate my students’ English communicative activities”; and (4) “I give students autonomy 
when they do communicative activities”. Firstly, the items are written as judgments and 
evaluations of current practice, rather than future capability. As Klassen et al. (2011, p. 26) 
have explained, such item wording is a common measurement problem in the field of teacher 
efficacy research, thus researchers should use “phrasing reflecting forward-looking capability” 
(p. 26) in accordance with Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for constructing efficacy scales.  
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Secondly, the ‘CLT self-efficacy’ items may be argued to represent only a limited selection of 
the ways in which teacher efficacy beliefs operate in Japanese English teachers’ classrooms. 
As Bandura (2006) has explained, “self-efficacy scales must be tailored to activity domains 
and assess the multifaceted ways in which efficacy beliefs operate within the selected activity 
domain”(p. 310). Despite these limitations, the results of the Nishino (2009) study 
demonstrate the importance of efficacy beliefs for mediating beliefs and behaviour by asking 
teachers to report their beliefs in respect to specific tasks in context. Accordingly, the Nishino 
(2009) results provide a rationale for further investigation of teacher efficacy beliefs, and 
areas where the current study can develop upon knowledge. That is, by investigating teacher 
efficacy in accordance with self-efficacy theory, and by investigating teacher efficacy beliefs 
for other domains of activity.  
 
Nishino (2009) also identified that teachers’ personal self-confidence for using English (‘L2 
self-confidence’) was related to their CLT teacher efficacy beliefs. This result echoes 
Chacon’s (2005) finding, and follows the results of Kurihara and Samimy (2007), who 
identified positive impacts on participants’ English language skills and confidence for 
teaching in their study of Japanese teachers returning from an overseas teaching training 
program. Nishino (2009) concluded that such a relationship between personal self-confidence 
to use language and CLT teacher efficacy was “not surprising” (p. 282) and suggested that it 
may be “important to increase non-native teachers’ target language proficiency and their 
sense of confidence in using it” (p. 287). English language skills are an essential part of 
teacher awareness (Andrews, 2003) and part of the skills and experiences that teachers draw 
upon for self-efficacy beliefs. Nishino (2009) further explained, 
Advanced English proficiency, especially in speaking, facilitated teachers’ use 
of CLT activities. Thus, teachers who are confident in their language skills and 
knowledge (L2 Self-confidence) tend to use more communicative activities 
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than those who are not, and their class is more likely to be influenced by the 
MEXT’s communicative innovations (p. 201) 
 
This finding suggests a possible causal relationship from skill to ‘confidence’ to innovative 
practice. Such a contention aligns with self-efficacy theory, as individuals who judge their 
skills to be higher are more likely to partake in that action (Pajares, 2002). It may also suggest 
the importance of mastery experiences as learners; teachers with more advanced English 
skills may be likely to have had greater experience with CLT as learners. Nishino (2009) also 
showed that L2 self-confidence both positively and negatively influenced classroom practices, 
and suggested that teachers’ confidence (or lack of) in their English ability may have come 
about as a result of their prior learning experiences in yakudoku style classrooms, reinforcing 
that classroom practice. Accordingly, prior learning experiences seem to be a key personal 
variable related to teacher beliefs. Nishino (2009) suggested that JTE English proficiency and 
confidence to use English are areas that requires further research, in order to understand the 
relationship between these variables. Does higher English proficiency help teachers with 
different dimensions of teacher-efficacy? The current study addresses this gap by 
investigating teacher efficacy in relation to English proficiency. 
 
Finally, while the path model identified ‘Student-related Communicative Conditions’ as 
having the biggest influence on classroom practice, the influence of this factor is entirely 
consistent with a teacher efficacy perspective of teacher behaviour. The four items which 
comprised the student-related latent variable were: (1) “students expect to do communication 
activities in English I or II”; (2) “the student can understand and use English in pair or/and 
group work” (3) “the MEXT authorized textbook for English I or II is useful for 
communication activities”; and (4) “students prefer pair or/and group work to teacher-
centered instruction”. Thus, this variable constituted a matrix of items that represented 
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teachers’ judgments of their students’ capabilities (2), expectations (1), preferences (4), and 
available resources (3). As Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) have explained, 
teachers assess their capability in relation to their particular context. Thus, another way of 
viewing this variable suggests that teachers’ judgments of students’ capabilities and 
expectations within the contextual constraints (i.e., available resources) was a significant 
predictor of their practice. This finding is in keeping with a teacher efficacy perspective, 
where “considerations include such factors as the students’ abilities and motivation” and “the 
availability and quality of instructional materials” (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 20).  
 
Clearly, the Nishino (2009) study identified important insights into how teachers judge 
different factors related to their practice. These factors did not influence teachers 
automatically; they were cognitively appraised and assessed. Thus, the implications of the 
influence of ‘student-related communicative conditions’ on ‘classroom behaviour’ for the 
current study suggest that teachers were acting in accordance with ways in which teacher 
efficacy beliefs operate as mediators of cognition and behaviour according to task and 
contextual conditions. 
 
In summary, the Nishino (2009) study has a number of implications for the current study. 
Firstly, it reinforced the importance of context in influencing teacher judgments about 
classroom practices. The path analysis showed interrelationships between personal factors 
(such as perceived language proficiency and training experiences), beliefs, and environmental 
factors (such as MEXT policy and exam expectations). Nishino (2009) also noted the 
potential issue surrounding a lack of mastery experiences for teachers, with little experience 
learning or teaching in CLT contexts, and suggested that vicarious experiences via teacher 
training may be important for helping develop teachers’ confidence for teaching English.  
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The interrelationships between the variables in the Nishino (2009) model implied that teacher 
efficacy may have mediated the relationship between behaviour and personal and 
environmental factors, in accordance with social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), as shown 
in Figure 6. Overall, the Nishino (2009, 2012) studies provide a strong justification for the 
current research. Despite some questions about how teacher efficacy beliefs were considered 
and examined in the study, Nishino’s (2009) work showed a way forward for investigating 
teacher beliefs in context. Accordingly the current study sought to further develop upon her 
work from a teacher efficacy perspective. 
 
Figure 6. The influence of personal and environmental factors on teacher efficacy and 
behaviour in Nishino’s path model (2009) 
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2.3.2 Towards a conceptual framework for the study 
 
Analysis of the variables in the Nishino (2009) study provided important insights for 
developing a conceptual framework for the current study, and identifying personal and 
environmental variables that may be associated with teacher efficacy beliefs. Nishino’s (2009) 
path analysis showed that teacher efficacy was influenced by teachers’ interpretations of 
personal factors (i.e., skills developed from past experience such as ‘In-service Training’ and 
‘L2 Self-confidence’) and contextual factors (‘MEXT Policy’, and examinations via ‘Student-
related Communicative Conditions’).  
 
Based on the results of the path model, Nishino (2009) suggested that Borg’s (2006) revised 
conceptual framework (Figure 5) of the factors affecting teacher cognition was more 
appropriate than the earlier model, as it located practice within context. Smylie (1988) found 
that teachers’ past experiences, and the characteristics of their classrooms, influenced their 
personal teaching efficacy, suggesting a bi-directional and dynamic relationship between 
beliefs, context and practice, as suggested by Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997). The 
interrelationships between the variables in the Nishino (2009) model (see Figure 6) implied 
that teacher efficacy may have mediated the relationship between behaviour and personal and 
environmental factors, in accordance with social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). 
Accordingly, Borg’s (2006) revised conceptual framework (see Figure 5) was adapted for use 
as conceptual framework in the current study, by integrating triadic reciprocal causation 
(Figure 7) from social cognitive theory for interpreting the interactions between behaviour, 
personal factors, and environmental factors. 
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Figure 7. Triadic reciprocal causation in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) 
 
 
Subsequently, an initial conceptual framework for the current study was developed (see 
Figure 8). It was hypothesized that foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs both influence, 
and are influenced by, personal and environment factors.  
 
 
Figure 8. A conceptual framework of the relationship between foreign language teacher 
efficacy beliefs and personal factors, environmental factors, and behaviours  
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Nishino (2009) called for future research to investigate training and other prior experiences, 
such as experience abroad. Accordingly, past experiences such as study abroad and training 
experiences were included as personal variables. In accordance with a social cognitive theory 
view of teacher efficacy beliefs, the relationship between all factors was assumed to be bi-
directional and dynamic, with efficacy beliefs mediating action as individuals judge their 
capability to teach in context according to their interpretations of past behaviours, as well as 
contextual and personal variables. 
 
2.4 Chapter summary 
 
In summary, this review began with an introduction to the study of teacher efficacy, by 
discussing the theoretical aspects and empirical evidence to support the ways in which teacher 
efficacy beliefs operate, develop, and influence other motivational and cognitive constructs. 
The review then argued that teacher efficacy beliefs, as context and task specific beliefs, offer 
the best avenue for exploring teacher confidence to teach in relation to other psychological 
constructs. The chapter then introduced the research context and teacher cognition findings 
from previous studies in Japan. It discussed the reform efforts of the MEXT within the 
context of secondary English language education in Japan and outlined a number of factors 
that may influence teachers’ confidence to teach English. Finally, the review has highlighted 
the small body of teacher efficacy research in Japan, introduced a key study of teacher beliefs 
and teacher efficacy, demonstrated the limitations of previous studies, and discussed how the 
current study responds to calls for future research of teacher confidence in Japan. 
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The chapter has noted a number of gaps in the research literature concerning teacher efficacy 
research and teacher cognition in Japan into which the current study can provide insights. To 
review, the study develops knowledge about: (1) foreign language teacher efficacy in 
international contexts (as called for by Klassen et al., 2011); (2) foreign language teacher 
efficacy in EFL (as called for by Chacon, 2005) and Confucian settings (as called for by Tsui 
& Kennedy, 2009); (3) foreign language teacher efficacy in the JTE context, which has 
received little attention in the research literature; (4) factors which may influence teacher 
efficacy beliefs such as teachers’ language proficiency and experience (as called for by 
Chacon, 2005; Nishino, 2009, 2011); (5) and the influence of the new Course of Study on 
teachers’ cognitions (as called for by Glasgow, 2012, 2013, 2014a, 2014b). 
 
The research sought to understand factors that influence JTEs’ confidence for the domains of 
action within the high school English teaching context in Japan. It is hoped that the research 
may inform policy development, implementation, and pre and in-service teacher training by 
identifying factors related to higher and lower foreign language teacher efficacy. The current 
study adds to professional knowledge about the current situation facing Japanese high school 
English teachers and contributes to knowledge about how teacher beliefs have been affected 
by the implementation of the new Course of Study. At the same time, it contributes to 
theoretical knowledge about teacher cognition and teacher efficacy by examining teacher 
efficacy (and dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs) in an international context. It further 
investigates teacher efficacy beliefs in relation to personal and contextual factors such as 
proficiency, experience, and language of instruction. As Borg (2003) has noted, much of the 
research into teacher cognition and beliefs within language teaching has been carried out with 
native-English speaking teachers, or in ESL settings. Furthermore, Borg (2003) has suggested 
that more teacher cognition research with non-native teachers in compulsory education 
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settings is required to understand how beliefs may differ for teachers working with students 
being forced to study language. Accordingly, this study contributes to the fields of teacher 
efficacy and teacher cognition by investigating teacher efficacy in a foreign language teaching 
context, and by focusing on EFL education with Japanese teachers of English in the Japanese 
high school system, where English is a compulsory subject. 
 
2.4.1 Statement of the problem  
 
There is a need for research in Japan that investigates Japanese Teachers’ of English (JTE) 
confidence for teaching English, and helps identify factors that influence their confidence for 
teaching English.  
 
2.4.2 Research questions  
 
To review, the current study investigated factors that influence Japanese high school English 
teachers’ (JTEs’) confidence for teaching English, and in order to examine this area, the 
research used the construct of teacher efficacy. This chapter has discussed personal and 
contextual factors that may influence the teacher efficacy of JTEs but have not been studied in 
the Japanese context, and introduced factors such as language proficiency and experience, 
which have been demonstrated to correlate with teacher efficacy in other contexts. 
Accordingly, the research questions for the study can be considered on two levels; at a 
primary level the research is concerned with investigating the foreign language teacher 
efficacy beliefs of Japanese high school English teachers, while sub-questions focus on the 
relationship between JTE foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs and other factors. The  
  
106 
 
primary research question is: 
  
What are the foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs of Japanese high school English 
teachers? 
 
Based on the areas discussed in the previous section, the four sub-questions for the research 
are: 
 
1. Do Japanese high school English teachers’ years of experience correlate with their 
foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
2. Does Japanese high school English teachers’ English language proficiency correlate 
with their foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
3. Does the extent to which English is used as the language of instruction correlate 
with JTEs’ foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
4. Do other personal or contextual factors correlate with JTEs’ foreign language 
teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, which factors, and how? 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
 
 
This chapter considers the methodology of the study. In the first section, the methodology 
used in the present research and the rationale for selecting a mixed method design is discussed. 
The stages of the research will be introduced. Issues relating to the measurement of key 
constructs, participant selection, procedures of data collection and data analyses are presented. 
The chapter concludes by outlining the limitations of the research design. 
 
3.1 Methodology 
 
This section begins with a summary of the research design. It then outlines the pragmatic 
position adopted in the research, and explains the rationale for choosing a mixed method 
design to explore the primary research question and research sub-questions.  
 
3.1.1 Summary of the research design 
 
The current study used a mixed method design to investigate the teacher efficacy beliefs of 
Japanese high school English teachers (JTEs) and the relationships between JTEs’ foreign 
language teacher efficacy beliefs and their years of experience (research sub-question 1), 
English proficiency (research sub-question 2), language of instruction (research sub-question 
3), and other significant variables (research sub-question 4). A brief summary of the three-
stage research process is outlined in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9. Summary of the three-stage research design  
 
 
To address the primary research question of the study (i.e., JTE self-efficacy beliefs for 
teaching English), a sequential mixed method design was appropriate for developing a 
culturally appropriate teacher efficacy questionnaire. To strengthen instrument validity, the 
study started with an exploration of the dimensions of teacher challenge, as part of the process 
of item adaptation and development to ‘contextualize’ (Ferreira Barcelos, 2006) the 
instrument for Japanese high school English teachers. Accordingly, a three-stage design 
enabled design and testing of the JTE-TES, before administration of the questionnaire in the 
main study. The first stage of the study focused on design of the Japanese teacher of English 
teacher efficacy scale (JTE-TES) questionnaire, the second stage pilot tested the JTE-TES, 
and the final stage surveyed 141 JTEs from 27 prefectures. The research design included the 
collection of interview and questionnaire data, with qualitative, quantitative, and statistical 
analysis of data. 
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To contextualize the instrument and design items that reflected the key areas of control 
(Bandura, 2006) in the JTE context, the first stage of the research examined the JTE teaching 
context, and used findings to inform item development. Individual interviews were carried out 
with six experts in two cycles (i.e., two interviews per expert). The first interviews explored 
dimensions of teacher challenge and asked experts to evaluate 29 items developed from 
previous teacher efficacy studies in other contexts (Nishino, 2009; Swanson, 2010a; 
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Thematic analysis was used to identify eight 
domains of challenge for the JTE context. The findings were used to edit and add items for 
the second expert interviews, where experts evaluated the linguistic, content, and cultural 
validity of 60 JTE-TES items. Expert item ratings were analysed to identify 25 key JTE-TES 
items for use in the Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the study. The instrument design stage provided a 
means of strengthening instrument validity (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Sutton, 2006) by 
integrating input from JTEs and other education experts at the high school level in order to 
develop items that reflected the key domains of teacher control (Bandura, 2006). The 
procedures are explained further in Section 3.2, and results from the first stage of the study 
are presented in Chapter 4. 
 
The second stage of the study tested the online survey procedures and scale reliability of the 
JTE-TES. There were seven responses to a convenience sample of 30 JTEs from three 
prefectures. Results were analysed statistically to investigate the scale reliability of the 
questionnaire. Respondent feedback about items and online procedures was used to revise the 
instrument before the main study. Stage 2 procedures are discussed in Section 3.3, and results 
from the pilot stage of the study are presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.1. 
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The third stage of the research used convenience and random sampling to collect 141 
responses to the JTE-TES from respondents in 27 prefectures across Japan. The questionnaire 
was distributed online via Key software, and responses were analysed statistically to 
investigate the primary research question (i.e., self-efficacy beliefs for teaching English of 
JTEs) and research sub-questions (i.e., factors associated with JTE teacher efficacy beliefs). 
Exploratory factor analysis was used to identify latent constructs of JTE teacher efficacy 
beliefs (i.e., primary research question). Correlational and multiple regression analyses were 
carried out to investigate the strength of relationships between JTE foreign language teacher 
efficacy beliefs and factors including their English language proficiency, experience, 
language of instruction, and other demographic factors (i.e., research sub-questions 1-4). 
Stage 3 procedures are discussed in Section 3.4, and results from the main stage of the study 
are presented in Chapter 5, Sections 5.2 to 5.5. 
 
The following sections outline the research position, and demonstrate alignment between the 
research design, and primary and research sub-questions. The chapter then introduces the 
instrument design phase (Stage 1) of the JTE-TES in Section 3.2, outlines the pilot study 
(Stage 2) in Section 3.3, and introduces the main study (Stage 3) in Section 3.4. 
 
3.1.2 A pragmatic position  
 
The research methodology outlined in this chapter takes a pragmatic position that considers 
the use of research methods to follow the research questions to be investigated (R. B. Johnson 
& Onwuegbuzie, 2004). In other words, it rejects dualisms (e.g., subjectivism versus 
objectivism) that may be associated with different forms of inquiry and analysis, and focuses 
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on the usefulness of methods as tools for helping to solve problems and better understand the 
world (R. B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  
 
In the current study, different means of data collection and analysis were used instrumentally 
to strengthen understanding about the crucial domains of teacher activity and challenge in the 
JTE context. Abductive reasoning was used to explore dimensions of teacher challenge and 
investigate sources of teacher efficacy in the JTE context. For example, interview findings 
were used to develop a model of teacher challenge for the JTE context (i.e., inductive 
reasoning to develop theory). However, the dimensions of the model of teacher challenge (i.e., 
definitions, domains) were also influenced by comparisons to existing knowledge (i.e. other 
studies) and social cognitive theory (i.e., deductive reasoning). The ‘abductive’ process 
(Morgan, 2007) followed during instrument development strengthened the validity of the 
JTE-TES instrument used in the main study. Furthermore, both qualitative and quantitative 
data analysis was carried out. For example, exploratory interpretive thematic analysis of 
expert interviews informed the development of a model of teacher challenge for the JTE 
context. On the other hand, numerical, evaluative analysis of expert item ratings informed 
decisions about item approval, rejection, and revision. In other words, different methods of 
inquiry were used in a complementary sequential fashion to develop a model of teacher 
challenge (informed by existing theory), which was then used for instrument development.  
 
3.1.3 A rationale for a mixed method methodology 
 
Given its psychological orientation, self-efficacy research in the field of language learning 
and teaching has relied extensively on the use of questionnaires to investigate beliefs about 
capability (Chacon, 2005; Cubukcu, 2008; Swanson, 2010a; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
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Hoy, 2001; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009; Yilmaz, 2011), although interviews have been integrated 
effectively in some studies (Mills & Allen, 2008). As outlined above, the study accepts the 
complementary nature of different methods of inquiry and analysis at different stages of the 
research. R. B. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) have explained that mixed method designs 
use the collection and analysis of multiple sources of data with both qualitative and 
quantitative analysis to offset the limitations of each (also see R. B. Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, 
& Turner, 2007). Specifically, Collins, Onwuegbuzie and Sutton (2006) provided four reasons 
for the use of mixed methods: participant enrichment, instrument fidelity, treatment integrity, 
and significance enhancement. The following section explains how this study uses mixed 
methods to strengthen instrument fidelity and for significance enhancement. 
 
The current study used a quantitative-dominant sequential mixed method design (Collins, 
Leech, Onwuegbuzie, & Slate, 2007). The principal method of inquiry in this study involved 
a survey style,4 with quantitative analysis of data (i.e., data collection via an online 
questionnaire followed by statistical analysis of questionnaire data). The main stage of the 
research involved the use of the JTE-TES questionnaire for investigating the teacher efficacy 
beliefs of Japanese high school English teachers on a wide scale. However, preliminary 
interviews explored dimensions of teacher challenge, in order to develop new items with 
strong construct and cultural validity, and adapt existing teacher efficacy items from other 
contexts for investigating JTE foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs. The primary rationale 
for the use of mixed methods was instrument fidelity, where mixing methods allowed for the 
development and improvement of a more effective instrument (i.e., stronger validity). 
                                                
4 The term ‘survey’ is used to refer to a style of research that focuses on the gathering of 
information from a wide group of participants, where ‘questionnaire’ is used to refer to the 
method or instrument for collecting data (see Mackey & Gass, 2005) 
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Interview findings from Stage 1 also informed significance enhancement, where mixing 
methods helped to expand the interpretation of results from the main stage of the study. The 
JTE-TES instrument developed for the study needed to reflect the specific teaching tasks and 
dimensions of efficacy beliefs within the context of Japanese high school English classrooms, 
so that participants could consider their capability for achieving teaching outcomes in context. 
Thus, a qualitative approach to data analysis in Stage 1 helped to inform the development of a 
culturally and linguistically sensitive instrument for the main study (Morgan, 1998). 
 
Such an approach aligns with the primary research question, and was required for the study. 
Few studies have investigated teacher efficacy beliefs in the Japanese context. Therefore, to 
explore the challenges and dimensions of teacher confidence in the Japanese context, 
descriptive data collection and analysis was vital for improving the construct validity of items 
(see Onwuegbuzie, Bustamante, & Nelson, 2010) during the development stage of the JTE-
TES questionnaire. 
 
The research design is consistent with approaches to self-efficacy inventory development. 
Bandura (2006) suggested that the collection of open-ended data from a small number of 
participants is important for ensuring validity when developing instruments. Specifically, he 
stated that “interviews, open-ended surveys, and structured questionnaires” are an essential 
part of designing effective self-efficacy scales (p. 43). It is clear that analysis of interview or 
focus group data can identify areas of challenge relevant to the task of interest.  
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3.1.4 Correlational research design 
 
The previous section provided a brief rationale for the use of mixed methods to investigate the 
primary research question for the current study. This section explains why a correlational 
research design was appropriate for investigating the research sub-questions of the study. 
Mackey and Gass (2005) have explained that correlational designs (also known as 
‘associational’ designs) commonly involve a survey style, using questionnaires for data 
collection, and statistical data analysis of responses from a large number of participants who 
self report information (such as beliefs) about themselves. Such designs are concerned with 
the manner in which data are analysed and interpreted, focusing on investigating relationships 
between variables (Cohen & Manion, 1994) through correlational and multiple regression 
analyses. The research sub-questions in the present study involved examining the 
relationships between JTE self-efficacy beliefs and other variables such as their teaching 
experience (sub-question 1), their language proficiency (sub-question 2), the medium of 
instruction of the classes they are teaching (sub-question 3), and other demographic factors 
such as gender and age (sub-question 4). In other words, the current research aimed to 
investigate the relationships between JTEs’ teacher efficacy beliefs (the dependent variable) 
and other factors (i.e., independent variables). As Cohen and Manion (1994) have explained, a 
correlational research design not only allows such investigation to be done efficiently, but 
also allows the degree of relationships between variables to be investigated. Such a design 
placed the current study firmly in the established pattern of research for investigating teacher 
efficacy surveyed in Chapter 2 such as the work of Chacon (2005), Tsui and Kennedy (2009), 
Yilmaz (2011), and Swanson (2010a). These studies also utilized correlational designs to 
investigate factors related to teacher efficacy in other contexts.  
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3.2 Development of the Japanese teacher of English teacher efficacy scale (JTE-TES) 
 
The value of any survey style research rests in the validity of the items. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, self-efficacy beliefs are context and task specific in relation to domain-level beliefs, 
and therefore the construct of teacher efficacy provides a different avenue for further 
exploring the problem of divergent teacher beliefs and actions. However, teacher efficacy 
measures require a degree of context specificity (Bandura, 2006), and are focused on 
confidence to attain specific outcomes or goals. Therefore the challenge was to create an 
instrument where items “link operative capabilities to levels of challenge in particular 
domains of functioning” (Bandura, 1997, p. 38). In other words, the final instrument needed 
to reflect specific teaching tasks within the context of Japanese high school English 
classrooms, so that participants could consider their capability for achieving teaching tasks 
and outcomes in key areas of control. 
 
Figure 10 shows the processes used in the development of the JTE-TES items during the first 
stage of the study. As Figure 10 shows, interviews with experts were carried out in two cycles 
in order to inform the development of the instrument (i.e., the development of new items, and 
the adaptation and modification of items from previous measures used in the literature). 
Firstly, items from three previous studies of teacher efficacy (Nishino, 2009; Swanson, 2010a; 
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) were adapted for evaluation by experts in their 
first interviews (see Section 3.2.1). The exploratory cycle of expert interviews focused on the 
generation of teacher efficacy items (see Sections 3.2.2 to 3.2.6). This cycle included the 
thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) of interview data with six experts to investigate 
dimensions of teacher challenge in the Japanese context (see Section 3.2.6). Findings from the 
thematic analysis informed the development of new items for the survey. Panel members 
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were asked to assess items generated by the researcher (see Section 3.2.1), and to suggest 
additional items for the survey (Hyrkäs, Appelqvist-Schmidlechner, & Oksa, 2003). 
 
 
 
Figure 10. Processes used to develop the JTE-TES and demographic items in Stage 1 of the 
study 
 
 
Following this cycle, items were developed or revised for translation (procedures introduced 
in Section 3.2.7). A post translation cycle (discussed in Section 3.2.8) used second interviews 
with the experts and focused on assessing the linguistic, cultural and construct validity of the 
translated items (Hyrkäs et al., 2003). The following subsections outline these procedures, 
while the results and findings from Stage 1 are presented in Chapter 4. The next section 
6. Translation of items using 
CSTA process 
3. Thematic analysis of expert 
interviews 
2. Exploratory expert panel 
interviews 
4. Analysis of experts' 
assessments of initial items 
1. Development of initial JTE-
TES and demographic items 
5. Development and revision 
of JTE-TES and demographic 
items for translation 
Cycle 1 
7. Evaluative expert panel 
interviews (translated items) 
8. Item analysis using rating 
schedules and expert 
comments 
9. Items accepted, revised, or 
rejected 
10. JTE-TES and demographic 
items for Stage 2 
Cycle 2 
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introduces the steps taken before the first expert interviews, which involved the development 
of items by the researcher for use in the first expert panel interviews. 
 
3.2.1 Development of initial teacher efficacy and demographic items 
 
Adapting items from instruments used in other studies can aid instrument design. Instruments 
that have been implemented in other studies have demonstrated item and instrument 
reliability measures and construct validity. Adaptation was therefore another means of 
ensuring reliability and validity of measures in a new context (i.e., Japan), by basing initial 
items on measures used to investigate teacher efficacy in other contexts (Guillemin, 
Bombardier, & Beaton, 1993).  
 
As discussed in Chapter 2, a number of instruments have been used for investigating teacher 
efficacy; this study adapted a set of foreign language teacher efficacy items to use as stimulus 
materials in the first expert panel cycle (see Table 2), drawing on items from the short form of 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) ‘Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale’ (TSES), 
Swanson’s ‘Foreign Language Teacher Efficacy Scale’ (FLTES) (2010a), and Nishino’s 
(2009) ‘Perceived teaching efficacy’ items. Table 3 shows initial demographic items that were 
developed based on the suggestions of Nishino (2009). Appendix B provides a review of the 
processes followed in the adaptation and development of the initial JTE-TES and 
demographic items. 
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Table 2. Initial JTE-TES items  
Source Revised Items How confident are you that you can: 
 
TSES 
(Tschannen-
Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001) 
 
 
 control disruptive behaviour in your classroom? -
 motivate students who show low interest in learning English? -
 get students to believe they can do well in learning English? -
 help your students value learning English? -
 craft communicative activities for your students? -
 get your students to follow classroom rules? -
 calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? -
 establish a classroom management system in your classes? -
 use a variety of strategies for assessing your students’ English? -
 provide alternative explanations or examples when your students are -
confused about English problems? 
 assist families in helping their children do well in English? -
 implement alternative strategies in your classroom? -
 
FLTES  
(Swanson, 
2010a) 
 
 
 read and understand an English newspaper?  -
 understand an English movie?  -
 write a personal letter to a pen pal from another country in English? -
 have a conversation with a native English speaker? -
 increase students’ English proficiency?  -
 help your students learn effectively at the level you teach? -
 help your students pass university entrance tests? -
 
 
Nishino’s 
(2009) 
‘Perceived 
teaching 
efficacy’ items 
 
 
 speak English to an acceptable level for a high school English teacher? -
 understand and explain English grammar to an acceptable level for a -
high school English teacher? 
 explain aspects about the culture of English speaking people and -
countries to your students? 
 supervise the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work -
or group work?  
 provide activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in -
English?  
 implement and facilitate communicative activities in your classroom? -
 give clear instructions to your students in English? -
 use MEXT authorized textbooks to teach English communicatively? -
 provide student-centered lessons? -
 encourage your students to take control of their learning? -
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Table 3. Generation of initial demographic items 
Research Question Initial Item 
 
1: Teacher Experience  
 
 How many years/months have you been teaching English?  -
 
2: Language Proficiency 
 
 What is your most recent language proficiency test score?  -
 
 
3: Language of instruction 
 
 Please indicate the extent to which you use English and -
Japanese as the language of instruction in your classes: 
 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
 
Contextual 
 
 Where is your high school?  -
 What kind of school are you currently teaching in?  -
 Please estimate the percentage of your students who are -
preparing to enter university 
 How often do you teach with an Assistant Language Teacher? -
 
Please estimate the amount of time each week you spend:  
 preparing for your English classes -
 grading student work for your English classes -
 carrying out duties not related to classes, preparation, or -
grading 
 
Personal 
 
 What is your age? -
 What is the highest degree you have attained? -
 Did you major in English at university?    -
 Have you ever studied or lived abroad? -
 Do you belong to a teachers’ association?   -
  
Please indicate the extent of your experience: 
 studying English communicatively in classes at elementary -
school, junior high school, high school, university, or in other 
institutions?  
 studying communicative language teaching approaches and -
methodologies before becoming a teacher?  
 observing lessons using communicative language teaching -
approaches and methodologies before becoming a teacher?  
 conducting practice lessons using communicative language -
teaching approaches and methodologies before becoming a 
teacher? 
 learning about communicative language teaching approaches -
and methodologies since becoming a practicing English 
teacher?  
 observing lessons using communicative language teaching -
approaches and methodologies since becoming a practicing 
English teacher? 
 conducting practice lessons using communicative language -
teaching approaches and activities since becoming a teacher?  
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3.2.2 Expert panel: Cycle one 
 
The use of experts in the development and modification of research instruments is a means of 
supporting the content and cultural validity of the final instrument. Emic perspectives provide 
valuable insights for developing instruments, because consulting “with a diverse set of local 
experts” informs understanding about the setting in which the instrument will be used, and 
allows the “voices of key informants” to help guide the creation of culturally sensitive items 
(Onwuegbuzie et al., 2010, p. 63) with strong content validity (Hyrkäs et al., 2003; Tsui & 
Kennedy, 2009). The first stage of the research therefore involved drawing on the expertise of 
six education and language professionals for the development of JTE-TES items in English, 
and evaluation of translated items (i.e., following translation into Japanese). As Hyrkäs et al 
(2003) have explained, “expert assessment can be qualitative or quantitative in nature”, where 
qualitative judgments are useful for “exploring content validity of an instrument from another 
perspective”, and experts can suggest new or alternative forms of items (p. 621).  
 
The initial expert panel cycle firstly involved an individual semi-structured interview to ask 
the experts about challenges facing English teachers at secondary schools at different levels 
(administration, teaching, institutional), which might affect their confidence (Bandura, 2006). 
These responses were analysed to identify dimensions of teacher challenge in the Japanese 
context, from which additional items for investigating JTE foreign language teacher efficacy 
beliefs were developed. In the second part of the interview, the experts were presented with 
the items that were adapted from other instruments (see Section 3.2.1) and asked to make 
subjective assessments of items. Given their experience at the high school level, the experts 
considered the content validity of the items adapted from the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & 
121 
 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), FLTES (Swanson, 2010a), and ‘Perceived teaching efficacy’ (Nishino, 
2009) items from a Japanese perspective, as well as suggesting additional items or alternative 
wording of items.  
 
For the purposes of this study, experts were defined as bilingual educational professionals, 
with experience at the high school level in Japan as English teachers, curriculum specialists, 
or researchers. The number of participants required for expert panels is discussed in depth by 
Lynn (1986), who suggested an acceptable number is between five and ten. Six people joined 
this research as experts. Beecham et al. (2005) discussed the benefit of integrating experts 
with a variety of experiences in order to utilize a “cross-section of knowledge” (p. 257) from 
practitioners to researchers. The expert panel informed the development of the instrument, 
and the cultural and linguistic validity of the items. Accordingly, these aims required the 
experts to not only represent teachers, but also members of the wider educational population 
such as curriculum specialists and researchers.  
 
The six members of the panel approached were selected purposively in order to allow for a 
range of positions (from novice working teachers to experienced teachers to teacher educators 
and researchers), according to the following guidelines: an English curriculum specialist (i.e., 
experience contributing to Course of Study design); a Board of Education coordinator or 
consultant (i.e., experience working with many teachers and organizing workshops and 
training opportunities); a university researcher with experience working with high school 
teachers (i.e., trained as an English teacher who gives workshops to teachers); and three 
current high school teachers (i.e., including at least one novice and one experienced teacher). 
In order to allow the members of the expert panel to evaluate the cultural and content validity 
of the items for the pilot study, all participants were native speakers of Japanese, proficient 
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users of English, and had experience working at high schools as English teachers or working 
with high school English teachers as administrators, researchers, or trainers. In the following 
section, each of the panel members will be briefly introduced, using the pseudonyms that 
refer to them in this study. 
 
3.2.3 Participants: The panel of experts 
 
The expert panel included six members, two males and four females. A brief description of 
each member comprising the panel of experts is outlined below. 
 
‘Taka’, a 59-year old male university lecturer with a specialty in applied linguistics, had not 
actually taught at high schools, but had 20 years of policy-making experience with the 
MEXT. He had been involved with teacher training workshops sponsored by MEXT and 
Prefectural Boards of Education for approximately 25 years; further, he had been advising 
high schools about education for approximately 15 years, and had published books on English 
education in Japan.  
 
‘Maki’ was a 48-year old female Board of Education Teacher Consultant for high school 
teachers. She had been a teacher consultant for five years, and before that had worked as a 
high school teacher for 20 years at two public co-ed schools.  
 
‘Yuri’, a 57-year old female high school teacher from a public school in a rural area near 
Tokyo, had 35 years experience as a high school teacher and had worked at five schools. She 
had taught at both co-ed and single sex schools, and had experience at schools at lower and 
higher academic levels.  
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‘Riho’ was a 31-year old female university lecturer who had originally trained as an English 
high school teacher. She travelled overseas and completed her graduate studies in applied 
linguistics and had been working at two universities in Japan for more than eight years. Both 
universities were involved in training teachers, and Riho had been contributing to workshops 
for English teachers for more than four years.  
 
‘Saki’ was a 28-year old female high school teacher from a public school in a rural town near 
Tokyo. She had been teaching for four years at two public high schools, one, a highly ranked 
academic school; and the other, a regular level school. Saki had completed a graduate degree 
in applied linguistics at an overseas university before becoming a high school teacher.  
 
‘Ken’, a 26-year old male teacher, was at his second teaching position at a high school near 
Tokyo. He had been teaching for four years. After two years at a lower level school, he was 
working at a school where English education for communicative purposes was emphasized. 
As a relative novice, Ken had aspects to offer the study from his experiences becoming an 
English teacher. He could also discuss the systems from his school as a ‘model’, because their 
lessons were often used in workshops for language teachers as examples of good practice. He 
had experience with teachers from other schools visiting his school and classroom.  
 
3.2.4 Procedures for first expert cycle interviews 
 
Prior to meeting with the members of the expert panel, the participants were sent a copy of the 
initial teacher efficacy and demographic items in English, and asked to familiarize themselves 
with them in preparation for a semi-structured interview with the researcher. The interviews 
were carried out individually and primarily in English, but the interviewees and the 
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interviewer used Japanese when required. The interviews were recorded (with the 
interviewees’ permission) using a voice recorder for transcription and analysis. The interview 
had two parts: (1) an initial semi-structured stage focused on exploring participants’ 
cognitions about levels of challenge for JTEs; and (2) a more structured stage focused on 
evaluation of the initial questionnaire items. The interview processes are discussed further 
below. 
 
After thanking the participant for joining the interview, the researcher offered refreshments, 
discussed their consent, and reminded them that we could speak in English or Japanese at any 
time (based on their preference). It was also confirmed that the expert received the set of 
initial efficacy and demographic items prior to the interview.  
 
Bandura (2006) suggested investigating challenges within the domain of individuals’ control, 
as an initial step in developing efficacy items. Accordingly, the first part of the interview 
focused on exploring the experts’ cognitions about the different types of tasks that Japanese 
English teachers undertake, and challenges of teaching English for JTEs. The first part of the 
interview had four questions, and within each question the researcher followed up with probes 
to draw more information from the participants.  The four questions that were used to 
structure the interviews were:  
 
1. What it is like to be an English teacher at a Japanese high school. Can you tell me 
about the different parts of the job? What kind of things do English teachers need to 
be able to do?  
2. Can you tell me about the kinds of challenges that face JTEs in the classroom? 
3. Can you tell me about the kinds of challenges that face JTEs outside the classroom?  
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4. From your experience, what kind of things do you think would be likely to affect 
JTE confidence for teaching English?  
 
The second part of the interview involved asking the experts to consider the appropriateness 
of the items adapted from other studies (Nishino, 2009; Swanson, 2010a; Tschannen-Moran 
& Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), and suggest any alternative items for inclusion. This stage used the 
initial items as a stimulus, with participants asked to discuss and assess each item in two ways 
– its appropriateness and relevance for the high school context in Japan, and any problems 
with the item. Respondents were also asked to suggest other areas of English teaching 
practice which were not captured in the item set, along with any other factors which they 
believe may be related to JTEs’ teacher efficacy beliefs for teaching English.  
 
For the second stage of the interview, there were two broad questions: 
 
1. Can you tell me what you thought about the teacher efficacy items that I sent 
through?  
2. Can you tell me what you thought about the initial demographic items that I sent 
through?  
 
3.2.5 Transcription 
 
The expert interviews were transcribed by a bilingual professional transcriber, who created a 
‘verbatim’ bilingual transcript for analysis (with English translations for Japanese terms 
added). Halcomb and Davidson (2006) recognized that the use of professional transcribers 
reduces the time required for transcription for the researcher. However, a limitation of using 
professional transcribers can be transcription accuracy. Poland (1995) identified issues with 
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the accuracy of professional transcriptions, and Halcomb and Davidson (2006) suggested that 
researchers transcribe interviews themselves to reduce errors. To confirm the trustworthiness 
of the transcriptions prior to analysis, a meeting was held between the researcher and 
transcriber to discuss transcription and agree upon guidelines for transcription. For example, 
the meeting resolved conventions for transcribing Japanese and translation of terms. All 
transcripts were checked and corrected by the researcher before analysis.   
 
Poland (1995) suggested that transcription should focus on capturing a written account of the 
interactive aural interview as a verbatim account, where ‘verbatim’ recognizes that the 
process of transcription is interpretive and the transcript does not represent a complete 
‘verbatim’ representation of the full experience. Participants’ and researcher’s English or 
Japanese ‘errors’ were not corrected in the transcript, and no deliberate modifications were 
made to the text in order to avoid ‘tidying up’ the data (Poland, 1995).  
 
3.2.6 Data analysis 
 
Two approaches were used to analyse the interviews: a thematic analysis of the interviews, 
followed by assessments of the experts’ judgments of initial teacher efficacy and 
demographic items. 
 
A ‘theoretical’ thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was carried out on the data set for 
the exploratory section (i.e., part one) of the interviews to investigate the dimensions of 
teacher challenges and efficacy beliefs of the participants. The purpose of the analysis was to 
identify different areas of challenge in the domain of language teaching at the high school 
within which Japanese high school teachers operate. As Bandura (2006) has explained, 
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“comprehensive self-efficacy assessment” requires an understanding of the different areas of 
functioning over which individuals can exercise control (p. 3). Accordingly, this analysis was 
concerned with identifying such areas within the domain of English teaching in Japanese high 
schools. 
 
Thematic analysis “involves the searching across a data set”, such as a number of interviews, 
“to find repeated patterns of meaning” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 86). The purpose of this 
analysis was abductive, in that the purpose of the analysis was both inductive (i.e. build a 
model of teacher challenge for the JTE context) and deductive (i.e., the data were approached 
with a specific theoretical focus, and findings were interpreted by comparison with existing 
knowledge in the field of teacher efficacy). In other words, the analysis moved iteratively 
between induction and deduction in the development and interpretation of a model of teacher 
challenge (i.e., areas where teachers can exercise control) for the JTE context. Accordingly, 
the analysis most closely corresponds to a ‘theoretical thematic analysis’ (Braun & Clarke, 
2006), which is “driven by the researcher’s theoretical or analytic interest in the area, and is 
thus more explicitly analyst-driven” (p. 84). Thus, the data were approached to identify 
challenges that are faced by teachers (over which they have control). Self-efficacy items were 
then developed from the dimensions of teacher challenge identified in the thematic analysis. 
The analysis also identified factors affecting the assessment or development of self-efficacy 
beliefs (i.e., in order to identify contextual or personal factors).  
 
Braun and Clarke (2006) have suggested six steps for thematic analysis: (1) familiarize 
yourself with the data; (2) generate initial codes; (3) search for themes; (4) review themes; (5) 
define and name themes; and (6) produce a report. Table 4 shows the steps and processes 
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followed in the theoretical thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Examples in the table 
refer to results introduced and discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.2. 
 
Table 4. Steps and processes of the thematic analysis  
Steps Processes 
Familiarize with the data  The interviews were transcribed, corrected, read, and re-read 
 
 
Generate initial codes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Challenges and problems were coded. Examples in the transcript 
were highlighting and ‘tagged’ to assign a unit of meaning (Miles 
& Huberman, 1994) with a transitive verb and object for different 
challenges. For example, when participants discussed the difficulty 
of making tests, it was coded with ‘develop assessment’. 
 
Transcripts were reviewed and ‘marginal remarks’ (Tuckett, 2005) 
were added to the transcripts for factors that the experts perceived 
as affecting confidence. Factors were highlighted with different 
colours and the situation was coded with a noun.  
 
Theoretical sources of self-efficacy beliefs were also noted. that is, 
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and 
physiological states (Bandura, 1997). For example, when a 
participant mentioned the importance of experience learning 
English communicatively for future confidence, ‘ME’ was noted to 
indicate mastery experience. 
 
Search for themes 
 
 
 
Codes were collated into initial themes by grouping them according 
to the task, for example, ‘develop assessment’ and ‘develop 
materials’ were grouped together and became a part of a 
‘Development’ theme. 
 
 
 
 
Review themes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Themes were reviewed to create dimensions. Examples from the 
research literature investigating the challenges for teachers related 
to students, instruction, and knowledge were used to help name and 
define five initial dimensions. Specifically, two studies were used 
to inform the definition and names of the themes and dimensions; 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001), Teachers’ Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (TSES) and Swanson’s (2010a) Foreign Language 
Teacher Efficacy Scale (FLTES). Thus, themes related to 
interactions with students such as ‘Relationships’ and ‘Motivation’ 
were grouped in to the dimension of Student Engagement while 
strategies used by teachers for teaching such as ‘Development’ and 
'Implementation’ became part of Instructional Strategies.  
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Table 4 cont. Steps and processes of the thematic analysis 
Steps Processes 
Review themes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Remaining tags and themes were examined. Three studies were 
used to inform the definition and names of the themes and 
dimensions; Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s (2007) investigation of 
teacher stress; and two studies about collective efficacy from R. 
Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000, 2004). These examples 
from the research literature investigated the challenges of coping 
with stressors, collaboration, and collective efficacy beliefs for 
group challenges, and were used to help name and define the 
dimensions.  
 
After a number of iterations (i.e., checking notes, theorizing 
relationships, and refining the theme), the remaining themes were 
grouped into three dimensions according to whether the themes 
focused on teachers’ intrapersonal skills that the teacher controlled 
(e.g., ‘Responsibilities’); interpersonal relationships to which the 
teacher was a contributor (e.g., ‘Collaboration’); or if the teachers’ 
role was a part of a group challenge within their school (e.g., 
‘Teamwork’). 
 
Define and name themes 
 
 
 
 
 
A final map of the dimensions was created by grouping the 
challenges and themes.   
 
Names and definitions for the themes and dimensions were 
generated.  
 
Produce a report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A report was generated that included a table of the tags, themes, 
dimensions, and examples from the interviews.  
 
Dimensions of teacher challenge were matched with the existing 
self-efficacy items from other studies.  
 
Areas within dimensions that did not have existing items were 
identified.  
 
The initial tagged verbs from the codes and examples were used to 
create additional items for the JTE teaching efficacy scale for 
translation.  
 
Finally, the ‘marginal remarks’ about sources of efficacy were used 
to review the initial demographic items for the study.  
 
The demographic items were reviewed and edited using these 
remarks and specific comments from the experts. 
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Following the thematic analysis, the interviews were analysed again to focus on the experts’ 
comments about the existing items. Responses were coded in two ways, positive or negative 
towards the item. Two secondary categories were used for negative responses: the extent that 
the item is somehow inappropriate and/or irrelevant in the Japanese context; or the extent to 
which the item could be misinterpreted, omitted or did not capture crucial information, or 
could lead to erroneous inferences (Desimone & Le Floch, 2004). As discussed in Section 4.3, 
items were then reviewed for acceptance, removal, or editing prior to translation. Four items 
were removed because two or more experts coded them as inappropriate or irrelevant. Other 
items that were rated as confusing or difficult to understand were reviewed, drawing on the 
suggestions of the experts. 
 
Participants were also asked to suggest any additional items related to JTE teacher efficacy, or 
factors that may influence JTEs’ foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs. These suggestions 
were mapped onto the dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs derived from the analysis of the 
data from the first part of the interview, and any overlapping items were combined. A final set 
of 60 items was developed (see Appendix E), including new items (34 items), accepted items 
from other measures (16 items), and revised items from other measures (10 items). These 
items were prepared for translation. The following section will introduce the procedures for 
translation that were followed in the research. 
  
3.2.7 Instrument translation 
 
Following the first expert panel cycle, English language items were generated. A four-step 
translation and back-translation process was carried out, before the expert panel made 
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evaluations of the items in the second expert interviews. The experts evaluations were then 
reviewed and the items revised to create the final set of items for the pilot study (Stage 2).  
 
Maximizing linguistic and cultural validity in instrument design is vital in cross-cultural 
contexts. Translation is a key process in any research where constructs are being applied in 
language contexts where they have not been developed or used. Guillemin, Bombardier, and 
Beaton (1993) suggested the following processes which informed the expert panel cycles and 
translation process of the current study: (1) producing several translations with multiple 
professional translators; (2) translators translate into their own first language in initial and 
back-translations; (3) a committee reviews translations with a view to revising items as 
required; and (4) the committee includes a wide range of expertise in the field – including 
members of the population of interest. Finally, they suggested testing the translated 
instrument before using it in a wider study (Guillemin et al., 1993).  
 
Hyrkäs et al. (2003) highlighted the purpose of the research and translation, based on the 
extent that the research is focused on cross-cultural comparison or adaptation, where   
adaptation is oriented towards measuring a similar phenomenon in different 
cultures; it is essentially the production of an equivalent instrument adapted to 
another culture. Cross-cultural comparison refers to the comparative study of a 
phenomenon across cultures in order to identify differences attributable to 
culture (Hyrkäs et al., 2003, p. 620). 
 
The translation procedure in the current study was designed to accomplish the first of these 
two goals. It focused on investigating teacher efficacy beliefs in the Japanese context by 
adapting and developing items. Accordingly, there are implications for the generalizability 
and comparability of this study beyond the Japanese population, where the expert panel and 
translation processes created not only new versions of items drawn from the TSES 
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(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), FLTES (Swanson, 2010a), and Nishino’s (2009) 
efficacy items, but also new items.  
 
The ‘collaborative serial translation approach’ (CSTA), developed by the researcher for use in 
the current study, combined aspects from the translation processes used for translating survey 
style questionnaire items in cross-cultural contexts from Tsui and Kennedy (2009) and Chen 
and Boore (2010). For a review of the Tsui and Kennedy (2009) and Chen and Boore’s (2010) 
approaches, see Appendix D. The CSTA was also informed by Guillemin, Bombardier and 
Beaton (1993) and Sousa and Rojjanasrirat’s (2011) guidelines for translation and survey 
design. The procedure emphasized the collaborative aspect of teamwork in iterative 
translation. The collaborative serial translation approach (presented in Figure 11) used two 
teams of translators who worked first independently, then collaboratively, in creating a final 
forward translation (team one) and back-translation (team two). 
 
Figure 11. The collaborative serial translation approach used in the study 
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Accordingly, four translators were used: two translators for the forward translation, and two 
for the back-translation. When each team finished their independent translations, a shared 
document was created by the researcher with both translations. The translators then worked 
together to combine or choose the best translation for each item. The forward translators met 
in person and worked online to complete the final translation. The back-translators worked 
online using the shared document, with comments and discussion, to complete the final 
translation.  
 
The researcher checked both the forward and back-translations. After receiving the final 
forward-translation, the Japanese items were sent to the back-translation team. The final back-
translated English items were checked against the original English items by the researcher (a 
functioning English/Japanese bilingual). The items were satisfactory for content except for 12 
items where ‘can’ (in the original item) had been translated as ‘do’ in the back-translated 
items. As can be seen in Figure 11, the experts checked the final forward-translation of the 
items in the second interview, that is, from English to Japanese. Both the Japanese items (i.e., 
forward-translation) and original English items were prepared for assessment by the expert 
panel members, including 12 items noted by the researcher that were highlighted for 
consultation. 
 
Both Guillemin et al. (1993) and Sousa and Rojjanasrirat’s (2011) guidelines suggested 
asking translators to translate to their native language. This study used Japanese native-
speaking translators for the English to Japanese translation (i.e., forward translation). 
However, suitable native English-speaking translators were difficult to identify for the back-
translation. Accordingly, the study used two professional translators, who were Japanese 
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native-speakers, to carry out the back-translation. Both translators had graduate translation 
qualifications from overseas universities.   
 
Tsui and Kennedy (2009) have explained that contextual (educational) experience is also 
important for cultural validity. Thus, utilizing the professional experience of one educator in 
the forward translation processes was viewed as beneficial for the current project. 
Accordingly, the forward-translation team included one translator with professional 
experience in education (a high school teacher), as well as one professional translator. 
 
In summary, the translation procedures outlined in this section were designed to ensure the 
linguistic and cultural validity of the items by utilizing a systematic approach to translating, 
back-translating, and checking the items developed from the initial exploratory expert panel 
cycle. The following section will outline how the expert panel assessed the translated items in 
cycle two.  
 
3.2.8 Expert panel: Cycle two 
 
While the initial expert panel interviews were exploratory and involved input from the panel 
in generating additional items for the instrument prior to translation, the second cycle had a 
stronger evaluative function focused on the linguistic, cultural, and content validity of the 
items. As Hyrkäs et al. (2003) have explained, expert validity is “a form of content validity”, 
and is demonstrated by asking experts to review the content of the final instrument (p. 621). 
Specifically, the expert panel were asked to assess the extent to which each translated item 
reflected the concept of the English item in a linguistically and culturally appropriate manner, 
by rating items on a content validity ‘index’ (Hyrkäs et al., 2003).  
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The second expert panel interviews followed the same instrumentation as the first interviews, 
as explained in Section 3.2.4. In summary: participants were sent a copy of items for 
evaluation before the interview (60 teacher efficacy scale items and 32 demographic items in 
English and in Japanese for interview two), consent was confirmed, interviews were carried 
out in English (primarily) and Japanese, and interviews were recorded using a voice recorder 
with participants’ permission.  
 
Firstly, the experts were asked to consider the linguistic, cultural, and content appropriateness 
of the efficacy items, and asked them to rate each item using two scales. A three-point scale 
was used to assess the appropriateness of the item (unacceptable, appropriate but revision 
needed, or acceptable). For all items not rated as ‘acceptable’, panel members were asked to 
provide an explanation of the weaknesses of the item, or changes they deemed were necessary 
if the item needed review. If they considered the item appropriate (or appropriate with review), 
they were then asked to consider the content ‘value’ of the item for understanding teacher 
confidence. The experts were asked to use a content scale (1 = relevant, 2 = important, and 3 
= crucial) to consider each of the items that had been developed. Table 5 shows the scales 
used in the rating process. 
 
Table 5. Appropriateness and content rating of items in the second expert interviews 
Process Rating (symbol) 
Appropriateness  Unacceptable (U)  Revise (R) Acceptable (A) 
Content rating  Unacceptable (0) 
 Relevant 
(1) 
Important 
(2) 
Crucial 
(3) 
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It was explained to the experts that items could be removed or merged together, and that their 
ratings would be used to decide which items were most appropriate for including in the final 
questionnaire. Secondly, the experts were asked to use the three-point ‘appropriateness’ scale 
(unacceptable / revision needed / acceptable) to rate the demographic items. As explained in 
Section 3.2.5, a professional transcriber then transcribed the interviews and created a verbatim 
transcript. The transcripts were checked by the researcher against the recordings, and 
transcription errors were corrected prior to analysis. No other changes were made to make the 
transcriptions. 
 
3.2.9 Data analysis 
 
The purpose of the second interviews was to evaluate the experts’ perceptions of the linguistic, 
cultural, and content appropriateness of the self-efficacy items. Items were accepted for use 
without change, deleted, or revised based on the level of agreement between expert panel 
members, and the experts’ content ratings for items.  
 
Hyrkäs et al. (2003) have recommended an 80% agreement between raters for making 
judgments concerning the use of items in questionnaires, although 70% was suggested by 
Beecham et al (2005). This study used both at different stages of the analysis: an 80% 
agreement was used for automatically accepting or revising items, while JTE-TES items with 
70% agreement were reviewed in the final stage of analysis. This review step was used due to 
the small number of experts, in order to confirm that key items were not discarded. 
  
Table 6 shows the steps and processes used to delete, accept, and revise items. Results are 
discussed in Section 4.4. See Appendix F for a complete list of expert ratings for the items. 
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Table 6. Steps and processes used to delete, accept and revise items after second interviews 
Steps Processes 
Key findings Interviews were read to identify common problems with content, linguistic, and cultural validity of the scale.  
Collate ratings The experts’ ratings for items were collated into a table with ratings for appropriateness and content (see Appendix F) 
Delete inappropriate items 
Items with ratings of ‘unacceptable’ were reviewed. An 80% 
agreement level was used to identify items for automatic removal. 
This meant that if two experts rated an item as unacceptable, it was 
automatically removed.  
 
Items that one expert had rated the item as ‘unacceptable’ and 
another expert had rated as ‘revise’ were also reviewed and sixteen 
items were removed (see Section 4.4.2) 
Identify key items  
The experts’ content ratings for the remaining 37 items were then 
examined. The total for each item was collated, and an 80% 
agreement threshold was used to identify key items. Items with 
collated ratings above 15 met the 80% threshold, and this indicated 
that the item was judged by half of the experts as ‘important’ and 
the remaining half as ‘crucial’. Using the content ratings, 25 items 
were identified for use in the survey (see Section 4.4.3) 
Item revision 
To determine whether to accept the item without change, or to 
revise the item, the experts’ ratings for appropriateness were used 
to identify whether these items required revision, with an 80% 
agreement. Items with five or more ‘acceptable’ ratings were not 
changed (i.e., even though one expert may have suggested revision 
to the item). Items where two or more experts had rated the item as 
needing revision were reviewed, and the experts’ suggestions were 
used to review such items. 
 
Six items were accepted without change, and 19 items were 
reviewed using the experts’ comments. At the end of this step, there 
were 25 accepted and revised JTE-TES items (see Section 4.4.4). 
Merging of items 
Expert comments were examined to identify items that could be 
combined. Two items were combined, thus there were 24 items to 
include in the survey at the end of this step (see Section 4.4.4). 
Review of items with 70% 
agreement 
A final review was carried out for items with a 70% agreement for 
content rating (i.e., those with collated ratings 13 or higher). Seven 
items reached this level of agreement, and expert content ratings 
and comments were used to identify one item for revision and 
inclusion in the JTE-TES. Accordingly, the final JTE-TES had 25 
items (see Section 4.4.5). 
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Table 6 cont. Steps and processes used to delete, accept and revise items after second 
interviews 
Steps Processes 
Final efficacy item review  The experts’ comments were used to revise wording of the instructions for the scale (see Section 4.4.6).  
Demographic item review 
An 80% agreement of expert ‘appropriateness’ ratings for 
demographic items was used to identify one item for removal. 11 
other items were identified for revision, and were reviewed using 
expert comments (see Section 4.4.7). 
 
 
Following this process, a set of 25 items was generated for the second stage of the research. 
The Japanese Teacher of English Teacher Efficacy Scale (JTE-TES) items were ordered by 
‘individual’ challenges (1-20), then ‘collective’ challenges (21-25), as shown in Table 7. To 
view the JTE-TES in Japanese, see Appendix I. 
 
After completing the analysis and finalizing the efficacy scale items, the experts’ perceptions 
about the appropriateness of the demographic items were examined. As discussed in Section 
4.4.7, one item (‘Are you married?’) was deleted, based on the suggestion of two experts, 
who believed the item to be too personal. The experts noted eleven other demographic items 
for review. The experts’ suggestions were used to change the wording of nine items and the 
order to the demographic items was changed to start with personal items, before introducing 
contextual items about their schools. The list of 33 demographic items for use in the pilot 
study was completed, and the items are shown in Table 8. To view the items with answer 
options (i.e., ordinal categories) and in Japanese, see Appendix I. 
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Table 7. JTE-TES items for the pilot study 
How confident are you that you can: 
1. give clear instructions to students in English?  
2. use English to communicate with your students? 
3. use English to have a conversation with an ALT? 
4. use English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT? 
5. adequately identify and correct your students’ mistakes? 
6. provide information and explanations to students when they are confused, using language appropriate to their level? 
7. maintain and improve your English ability? 
8. manage the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group work? 
9. provide activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in English? 
10. provide student-centered lessons? 
11. use technology effectively in your lessons? (when possible and appropriate) 
12. develop appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ English ability? (e.g., tests, assignments) 
13. motivate students who show low interest in learning English? 
14. help students to increase their English proficiency?  
15. help your students develop English skills to pass university entrance tests? 
16. teach according to the Course of Study? 
17. adequately prepare for your classes? 
18. share teaching ideas and materials with colleagues? 
19. balance your teaching, administration, and club responsibilities?  
20. manage your time in order to complete all required duties? 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ school’s capability to: 
21. communicate ideas effectively?  
22. develop teaching materials, syllabus, and assessments collaboratively? 
23. support novice teachers effectively? 
24. support each other to develop new skills? 
25. implement communicative teaching approaches and ideas? 
Note: ALT = Assistant Language Teacher 
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Table 8. Demographic items for the survey stages of the study 
Research sub-question Demographic items 
1: Teacher Experience 1. How many years have you been teaching English?  
2: Language Proficiency 
2. What is your most recent Eiken Score? 
3. Please estimate your current Eiken Level. 
4. What is your most recent TOEIC Score? 
3: Language of instruction 5. Please indicate the extent (%) to which you use English as the language of instruction in your classes. 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
Personal 
 
6. What is your gender?                                                         
7. What is your age?                                                    
8. Are you working fulltime?                                                       
9. What courses are you currently teaching?  
10. Have you ever studied or lived abroad?                                  
11. What is the highest degree you have attained? 
12. Do you belong to a teachers’ association? 
 
13. From the options below, please indicate which best describes your 
university program 
 
Graduated with a major other than English 
Graduated with a major in English Literature 
Graduated with a major in English Language 
Graduated with a major in education 
Graduated with a major in both education and English 
 
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent of your experience:  
 
None / very little / some experience / considerable experience 
 
14. studying English communicatively in classes at elementary 
school, junior high school, high school, university, or in other 
institutions? 
15. studying about communicative language teaching before 
becoming a teacher 
16. observing lessons using communicative language teaching 
approaches and methodologies, before becoming a teacher 
17. conducting practice lessons using communicative language 
teaching approaches and methodologies before becoming a 
teacher  
18. learning about communicative language teaching approaches and 
methodologies (e.g., attending seminars) since becoming an 
English teacher  
19. observing lessons using communicative language teaching 
approaches and methodologies (e.g., demonstration lessons) since 
becoming an English teacher  
20. conducting lessons using communicative language teaching 
approaches and activities (e.g., demonstration lessons or in your 
regular classes) since becoming an English teacher  
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Table 8. cont. Demographic items for the survey stages of the study 
Research sub-question Demographic items 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
Contextual 
          
21. Where is your high school? 
22. What kind of school are you currently teaching in?  
23. In the last 10 years, has your school had a special designation, 
such as SELHi?  
24. Please indicate the level of your school, compared to other schools 
in your city or prefecture  
25. How many fulltime teachers are there in your school’s English 
department? 
26. Please estimate the average age of teachers in your English 
department.    
 
Using the scale below for questions 27 and 28, please estimate the 
amount of time each week you spend: 
 
less than 3 hours / 3 – 6 hours / 6 – 9 hours / more than 9 hours 
 
27. preparing for your English classes 
28. checking and grading student work for your English classes 
                                                  
29. How often do you teach with an Assistant Language Teacher? 
30. Are you designated as a homeroom teacher?  
31. Are you responsible for a club?  
32. What administrative duties and committees are you assigned to?  
 
Using the scale below for question 33, please estimate the amount of 
time each week you spend: 
 
less than 5 hours / 5 – 10 hours / 10 – 15 hours / more than 15 hours 
 
33. Please estimate the amount of time each week you spend carrying 
out duties not related to classes, preparation, or grading (such as 
homeroom, club or administration duties) 
 
3.2.10 Summary of Stage 1 
 
The first stage of the study used a number of procedures to ensure the content, linguistic, and 
cultural validity of the items developed for the JTE-TES. In Stage 1, an exploratory list of 
self-efficacy items and a set of demographic items for investigating the research questions of 
the study were developed. Theoretical thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) of semi-
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structured interviews with six experts identified eight dimensions of teacher challenge for the 
Japanese context, which were used to develop and review teacher self-efficacy belief items. A 
systematic translation procedure was used to ensure the linguistic validity of the items 
developed, and second interviews with the experts were carried out and analysed to develop 
the final list of 25 items for investigating JTEs' self-efficacy beliefs for teaching English. The 
following section explains the processes of the second pilot stage of the research, which was 
carried out prior to the final main stage of the study. 
 
3.3 Piloting a new measure of Japanese teacher efficacy 
 
Sousa and Rojjanasrirat (2011) outlined procedures for pilot testing translated instruments to 
“evaluate the instructions, items and response format clarity” (p. 271). In order to identify any 
misleading or irrelevant items, and to evaluate the response format and technology used for 
the final survey, a pilot study of the JTE-TES was conducted prior to the main study. The 
following subsections provide further explanation about the second stage of the study by 
discussing the participants, instrumentation, data analysis, and revision procedures during this 
stage (see Section 5.1 for results). 
 
3.3.1 Participants 
 
Seven Japanese high school teachers from three prefectures (Chiba, Ibaraki, Kanagawa) 
completed the pilot version of the JTE-TES questionnaire online. This group was less than the 
number (10 – 40) suggested by Sousa and Rojjanasrirat (2011), but appropriate for evaluating 
the instructions and response format of the survey. Invitations to participate in the pilot study 
were distributed to five current high school JTEs who forwarded the information to 
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colleagues (approximately 30 teachers in total). Participants for this phase of the research 
were selected by convenience sampling, utilizing an informal alumni network of past students 
from a university in Japan where the researcher was previously employed.  
 
3.3.2 Instrumentation 
 
The questionnaire was distributed to participants by email and completed online using the Key 
Survey software package licensed to Queensland University of Technology students. There 
are a number of advantages of an online format including: (1) the lower cost for surveying 
large numbers of participants; (2) the ease of access to participants across different 
geographical areas; (3) the convenience for participants of being able to complete the survey 
in their own time, at their own pace; and (4) the ease of analysis in the absence of the need for 
manual data entry. However, limitations of the use of an online survey response format could 
include: (1) no guarantee that respondents were actually JTEs; (2) the need for Internet 
access; (3) potential of a digital divide (Tourangeau, 2004) that may have discouraged older 
respondents or those with lower technological skill; and (4) potential low response rates as 
respondents may have chosen to ignore email requests, or throw away invitations. 
 
To respond to the 25 JTE-TES items, a six-point Likert scale was used which asked teachers 
to choose their level of confidence from ‘not confident at all’ to ‘very confident’. Bandura 
(2006) has suggested that a response scale with a wide array of responses is useful for 
differentiating between the strength of respondents’ confidence and suggested a 10-point or 
interval scale (i.e., 0 – 100). Preston and Colman (2000) have shown that scales with wider 
arrays yielded more reliable results, but also explained that shorter scales can be easier for 
respondents to complete. They suggested that four-point or lower scales performed poorly for 
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reliability, validity, and discriminating power compared with scales having five to seven-
points. In the study carried out by Preston and Colman (2000) comparing different response 
formats, coefficients between items to the whole scale did not change significantly for scales 
with six response categories or more, while scales with five to seven-points have been 
recommended for surveys (Krosnick & Fabrigar, 1997). Accordingly, a six-point scale (‘not 
confident at all’ to ‘very confident’) was used to balance ease of use for participants and 
measurement quality. See Appendix J to see the response scale in English and Japanese.  
 
The information sent to pilot study participants asked them to contact the researcher to 
explain how long the questionnaire took to complete, and to identify any problems with 
accessing or completing the survey. It also asked them to note any problems with items that 
were difficult or confusing to answer. Email responses from the participants revealed that the 
questionnaire was easy to access and took 10 – 20 minutes to complete. One participant 
identified five punctuation problems with the Japanese items. There were no questions or 
comments about item difficulty or confusion from the participants. Accordingly, the Japanese 
punctuation for five items was changed before the main study. 
 
3.3.3 Data analysis  
 
The main purpose of the data analysis during the pilot study was to identify any wording, 
format, and access difficulties for respondents completing the survey online. Thus, feedback 
from participants was collated and evaluated for use to change any problematic items and 
formatting. The secondary data analysis involved analysing the questionnaire data statistically, 
using the statistic software package, IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 21). First, the data was 
downloaded from Key Survey and opened in SPSS Statistics. The reliability coefficient was 
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calculated for the JTE-TES scale for the seven responses, along with reliability coefficients 
for each item (including alpha coefficients if deleted). This confirmed that the scale reliability 
was satisfactory (α = .94), and that there were no items that dramatically increased the 
internal reliability of the scale, if removed. Descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, 
and variance) were also calculated for each item. Due to a low number of responses, a 
preliminary exploratory factor analysis was not carried out. 
 
3.3.4 Revisions 
 
All problematic items noted by participants were flagged for review. As explained above, 
small changes were made to the punctuation of five items based on the feedback of one 
participant. However, no other changes were made to the items prior to the main study. 
Accordingly, 25 JTE-TES and 33 demographic items were used in the main study (discussed 
in Section 3.4). 
 
3.3.5 Summary of Stage 2 
 
The second stage of the study was carried out to confirm that the online format, procedures 
for taking the survey, and items, were clear for participants. Responses from participants and 
data analyses were carried out to identify any final problems with the survey or items. No 
major changes were made to the survey or items in this stage of the research.  
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3.4 Stage 3: The main study 
 
In this section, the procedures followed to survey JTEs from across Japan in the main study 
are described (see Sections 5.2 to 5.5 for results). First, the respondents are introduced, and 
sampling methods used to distribute the questionnaire to teachers are explained. Next, the 
instrumentation processes are reviewed, and the data analysis procedures are introduced.  
 
3.4.1 Participants 
 
The respondents to the questionnaire were 141 Japanese high school teachers from 27 
prefectures across Japan. Table 9 shows the number of responses from each prefecture. Six 
respondents did not report their prefecture. The sampling process used in the third stage 
focused on distributing the survey to as many high school English teachers as possible, from 
diverse teaching contexts, in order to strengthen the generalizability of the inferences drawn 
from the results. 
 
Table 9. Responses by prefecture  
Prefecture Responses (%)  Prefecture Responses (%) 
Hokkaido 
Iwate 
Akita 
Yamagata 
Fukushima 
Ibaraki 
Tochigi 
Saitama 
Kanagawa 
Tokyo 
Chiba 
Fukui 
Yamanashi 
Nagano 
9  (6.4%) 
13  (9.2%) 
2  (1.4%) 
2  (1.4%) 
1  (0.7%) 
6  (4.3%) 
8  (5.7%) 
2  (1.4%) 
4  (2.8%) 
5  (3.5%) 
15  (10.6%) 
15  (10.6%) 
8  (5.7%) 
3  (2.1%) 
 
Gifu 
Aichi 
Kyoto 
Nara 
Tottori 
Okayama 
Hiroshima 
Ehime 
Kochi 
Fukuoka 
Nagasaki 
Oita 
Kagoshima 
Not reported 
4  (2.8%) 
4  (2.8%) 
1  (0.7%) 
7  (5.0%) 
9  (6.4%) 
1  (0.7%) 
3  (2.1%) 
1  (0.7%) 
2  (1.4%) 
1  (0.7%) 
1  (0.7%) 
1  (0.7%) 
1  (0.7%) 
6  (4.3%) 
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Because the study sought to analyse latent constructs of JTE self-efficacy beliefs, the data 
reduction technique exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used. Henson (2006) provided a 
summary of the arguments for minimum sample sizes in research utilizing EFA, suggesting 
that the simplest rule of thumb is to “get the largest possible sample for a factor analysis” (p. 
402). Stevens (1996) suggested a minimum ratio of 5 participants for each dimension 
identified in factor analysis, and Henson and Roberts (2006) showed that 11 participants per 
variable was the median in a survey of published EFA studies. The first stage of the research 
concluded with 25 efficacy items based on eight dimensions of teacher challenge. This 
suggested that a large sample size would be needed to identify latent constructs of teacher 
efficacy beliefs; therefore a sample of 125 responses was considered a minimum sample size 
for the study, that is, five participants per variable using Stevens’ (1996) criteria.  
 
Two sampling methods were used to distribute information about the study to teachers: 
random sampling and convenience sampling. A similar process to Nishino’s (2009) sampling 
technique was used for conducting the random sample. Firstly, a list of the 47 prefectures in 
Japan was made, and 20 prefectures were selected using a random number generator. Using a 
list of all high schools in Japan sourced online (Chuoh Publishing, 2010), 10 high schools 
from each prefecture were selected using a random number generator. A letter was sent to the 
Principal of each school, which asked the principal to forward information about the study to 
teachers at their school. It included four invitations with information about the study, how to 
access the survey page, and how to complete the questionnaire. A first reminder was sent to 
each school four weeks after the initial request letter, and a thank you letter with a final 
reminder were sent eight weeks after the initial request.  
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Secondly, convenience sampling was also used to distribute information about the study. A 
researcher and consultant, who worked with a national body supporting high school English 
teachers, agreed to distribute information about the study to teachers across Japan. 
Information about the study was sent to teachers from 30 schools in five prefectures 
(Hokkaido, 5; Yamagata, 1; Chiba, 10; Saitama, 3; Tokyo, 3; Kanagawa, 3; Gifu, 2, 
Hiroshima, 3). It asked the teachers to consider participating in the study and forwarding the 
information about the study to other teachers at their school. Information about the study was 
also forwarded to Board of Education consultants and researchers from five prefectures (Iwate, 
Ibaraki, Yamanashi, Fukui, and Tottori). The consultants were asked to forward the 
information about the study to teachers in their area and asked to provide an estimate of how 
many teachers were forwarded the information (Iwate, approximately 30; Ibaraki, 
approximately 30; Yamanashi; 30. Fukui, approximately 30; Tottori, approximately 30). 
 
3.4.2 Instrumentation 
 
Participants completed the JTE-TES in online format using the Key Survey software package 
licensed to Queensland University of Technology students. This software recorded the 
number of times that the online survey information and consent page was accessed. Table 10 
shows an estimate of the total number of teachers who were forwarded the information (i.e., 
based on four invitations for each school in the random sample, that each teacher contacted in 
the convenience sample of teachers forwarded the information to four other teachers). It also 
shows the number of times that the online survey page was accessed, and shows the number 
of responses to the online questionnaire. Based on the information in Table 10, there is an 
estimate of the responses by sampling technique. The survey was viewed 325 times, which 
suggests that the survey was widely distributed. However, of those that viewed the survey, 
149 
 
there were 141 responses. Based on the estimated invitation total, the response rate of the 
study was estimated to be approximately 12.8% overall. However, as Table 10 shows, 
approximately 95 of the 141 responses came via the convenience sample (i.e., two thirds of 
the responses). The random sample accounted for approximately one third of the responses 
for the sample. 
 
Table 10. Survey access and responses  
Random 
Sample 
Invitations 
Convenience 
Sample 
Invitations 
Survey Page 
Views 
Total 
Responses 
Random 
Responses 
(est.) 
Convenience 
Responses 
(est.) 
800 300 325 141 46 95 
 
 
3.4.3 Data Analysis 
 
The questionnaire responses were downloaded, and the data were analysed using the statistic 
software package, IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 21). A total of 141 participants had 
responded to the questionnaire. However, six participants had not completed the majority of 
JTE-TES scale and were removed. There were 10 cases where respondents had missed one 
item in the JTE-TES survey. These responses were kept, and the missing values were 
substituted pairwise during analysis, unless otherwise stated. Accordingly, 135 responses 
were analysed to investigate JTE self-efficacy beliefs, which satisfied the minimum ratio of 5 
participants per variable suggested by Stevens (1996) with a ratio of 5.4:1. 
 
Next, the reliability coefficient for the JTE-TES scale was calculated (α = .94), along with 
reliability coefficients for each item (including alpha coefficients if deleted). This result 
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confirmed that there were no items that dramatically increased the internal reliability of the 
scale if removed. Following this, descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, variance) 
were calculated to investigate the participants’ teacher efficacy beliefs for each item. A 
Shapiro-Wilks test was carried out and histograms were checked for each item to investigate 
if the responses were normally distributed (see Section 5.2 for results). 
 
Exploratory factor analysis 
 
Next, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was carried out to identify underlying latent self-
efficacy belief constructs of the scale (see Section 5.3 for results, and Appendix L for the 
iterative factor analysis process). Henson and Roberts (2006) have explained that “EFA is an 
exploratory method used to generate theory” (p. 395). This study adapted items from other 
instruments, and developed new items using the thematic analysis of interviews with the 
expert panel. The first stage of the research identified challenges faced by JTEs that were used 
to develop items to investigate JTE self-efficacy beliefs. The purpose of the main stage of the 
research was to identify any underlying constructs, but there were no a priori expectations 
about the factor structure of the final instrument (Henson & Roberts, 2006). The scale was a 
new scale, and different factor structures have been found in studies adapting constructs from 
overseas in Asian contexts, such as that of Tsui and Kennedy (2009). In summary, the 
purpose of the main stage of the research was to generate a theory about the underlying 
constructs of JTE self-efficacy beliefs for the new scale, and accordingly an EFA was 
considered appropriate to investigate the responses for underlying constructs. 
 
To interpret the meaningfulness of the identified latent factors is the responsibility of the 
researcher (Henson & Roberts, 2006), and the use of factor analysis involves a number of 
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complex decisions such as extraction (accounting for variance), the retention of factors 
(parsimony), and rotation (clarity). Henson and Roberts (2006) strongly emphasized the 
importance of clearly outlining these (and other) decisions when reporting findings, as well as 
other key values essential for allowing the complete understanding of the data such as the 
factor pattern matrix and structure matrix. Accordingly, this section outlines the steps taken to 
complete the factor analysis for this study, and then explains the correlational analyses used 
for investigating the research sub-questions.  
 
As parallel analysis has been demonstrated to be the most accurate (Zwick & Velicer, 1986) 
means for determining the number of factors to retain, parallel analysis was carried out to 
determine the number of factors to extract. The scree test was also checked, as suggested by 
Costello and Osbourne (2005). The default setting to extract factors with eigenvalues greater 
than one was not used, as “there is broad consensus in the literature that this [using the Eigen 
value >1 setting] is among the least accurate methods for selecting the number of factors to 
retain” (Costello & Osborne, 2005, p. 2). 
 
As four items had significant skew, a principal axis factor analysis was carried out, as it is 
stronger for use with weakly normal or data that violates normality (Fabrigar, Wegener, 
MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). Following Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), oblique rotation was 
used in the first instance, and as the extracted factors had factor correlation matrix values 
of .32 or higher, it was confirmed that oblique rotation was appropriate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2007). Promax rotation was used, and an iterative process of removing cross-loading items 
and items with coefficients less than .4 was carried out. Ten items were removed until a clean 
five-factor solution was identified from 15 items (See Appendix L for further information 
about the iterative the EFA process). 
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The factorability of the five-factor solution was confirmed by carrying out another parallel 
analysis, and confirmation that: the diagonals of the anti-image correlation matrix were 
above .5; there were less than 50% non-redundant residuals with absolute values greater than 
0.05; no items had communalities below .3; and that the determinant of the correlation matrix 
was confirmed to be higher than the necessary 0.00001. Finally, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
measure of sampling adequacy was confirmed to be higher than 0.6 and Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity was significant, which indicated that the items were satisfactory for factor analysis. 
 
Next, the extracted factors were labelled and extracted as variables using the regression 
method in SPSS for further analysis. For description of the extracted factors as reported in 
Chapter 4, composite scores were also created for each of the five factors by combining the 
values from each loading item and dividing by the number of items. Descriptive statistics 
were generated for both the composite and regression variables. Reliability coefficients for 
the overall and factor subscales were calculated for the variables extracted via regression 
using Cronbach’s alpha. 
 
Correlational and Multiple Regression analyses 
 
To analyse the relationships between factors of JTE teacher efficacy beliefs (dependent 
variables) against the independent variables of years of experience (research sub-question 1), 
teacher language proficiency (research sub-question 2), language of instruction (sub-question 
3), and other demographic and contextual factors (sub-question 4), correlational analyses 
were calculated (see Section 5.4 for results). Pearson correlational coefficients were 
calculated for interval and ratio variables, Spearmen correlational coefficients for ordinal 
variables, and point bi-serial correlations for dichotomous variables.  
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Finally, multiple regression analyses were carried out to investigate which variables predicted 
JTE factors (see Section 5.5 for results), and how much variance the multiple independent 
variables explained for each of the dependent variables (JTE-TES factors). A forward 
regression technique was used to find the best model, with a criterion for entry F < = .05. The 
sample size satisfied Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) suggested minimum of five responses 
per predictor. However, although the sample size satisfied the minimum number of responses, 
such samples have been noted to have a “high probability of not yielding significance unless 
the effect size is extremely large” (Green, 1991, p. 509). In other words, due to the sample 
size, multiple regression analysis may have only identified predictor variables with large 
effect sizes. 
 
The assumptions for multiple regression were confirmed: linearity, independence, 
homoscedascity, and normal distribution of errors (Keith, 2015). An analysis of standard 
residuals was carried out for each analysis. Cases where values were below or above three 
were noted for each analysis, and an examination of the influence of the case was carried out. 
Following Stevens’(2002) suggestion, only influential cases of standard residuals were 
removed. The assumption of collinearity was confirmed with no tolerance scores lower than 
.1, no VIF scores higher than 10, and average VIF scores of approximately one. Durbin-
Watson statistics were greater than 1 and less than 3, indicating the residuals were 
independent of each other (i.e., independent errors). Histograms of the standardised residuals 
and normal P-P plot of standardised residuals were checked, indicating that the data contained 
approximately normally distributed errors. A scatterplot of standardised residuals indicated 
that the data met the assumptions of homogeneity of variance and linearity. Finally, 
influential cases were investigated, specifically cases with Cook’s distance values greater than 
one (R. D. Cook & Weisberg, 1982), Mahalanobis distance values at or above 25 (Barnett & 
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Lewis, 1978), and leverage values greater than twice the average (Hoaglin & Welsh, 1978). 
Variables with undue influence were removed. Finally, collinearity diagnostics were also 
checked, and in cases where variables loaded on the same dimension (indicating 
multicollinearity), the later loading variable(s) were removed (See Chapter 5, Section 5.5 for 
multiple regression analysis results). 
 
3.5 Limitations of the research design 
 
All studies have limitations. The purpose of this section is to explicitly acknowledge the 
limitations of the design of current study and outline the steps taken to minimize them. The 
current study investigated JTEs’ teacher efficacy beliefs for teaching English using a survey 
research design. Respondents in the main study self-reported their confidence, English 
proficiency scores, demographic information, and experiences with communicative language 
teacher. Perceptions of capability are not that same as actual capability. Thus, respondents’ 
teacher efficacy beliefs and self-assessed English proficiency represent perceptions of 
capability or experience. The following sections discuss, in more depth, the limitations of 
self-report research (3.5.1), the instrument design (3.5.2), and the sample (3.5.3).  
 
3.5.1 Limitations of self-report research 
 
A major limitation of anonymous self-report questionnaires may be response bias. While self-
reported achievement data has still been shown to accurately reflect actual behaviour (Cole & 
Gonyea, 2010), it is possible that participants may report “what they believe is expected, 
rather than their true beliefs” (Mills et al., 2006, p. 285), that is, what they expect the 
researcher to want to hear. Regarding demographic data, studies have found some evidence of 
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systematic over-reporting of scores by participants at lower levels of ability (Cole & Gonyea, 
2010; Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 2005). The validity of self-reported achievement results was 
questioned by Kuncel, Credé, and Thomas (2005), who found evidence to suggest systematic 
over-reporting of GPAs in a meta-analysis of self-reported GPA studies in the USA. As a 
result, the authors suggested such measures should be treated with caution (Kuncel et al., 
2005). Accordingly, participants may have misreported their English proficiency test scores 
or self-assessed their proficiency to meet MEXT guidelines for teachers. However, while 
studies comparing over and under-reporting of weight and height (Gorber, Tremblay, Moher, 
& Gorber, 2007) have shown significant differences across contexts, Japanese respondents 
have been shown to be accurate, with little difference between reported and actual values 
(Gorber et al., 2007; Nakamura, Hoshino, Kodama, & Yamamoto, 1999; K. Wada et al., 
2005). Accordingly, Japanese respondents may be less likely to over-report. Furthermore, 
self-assessed language proficiency is commonly used in large-scale research, and has been 
found to correlate significantly with performance (MacIntyre, Noels, & Clément, 1997), 
greater language use (Oh & Fuligni, 2010) and actual measures of proficiency (Marian, 
Blumenfeld, & Kaushanskaya, 2007). In a review of self-assessment studies, Blanche and 
Merino (1989) suggested that there is a strong correlation between self-assessment and 
performance. Finally, studies have noted bias in self-assessment (MacIntyre et al., 1997), and 
accordingly it is important to note that self-assessed proficiency and actual competence have 
been shown to be highly correlated, but are not isomorphic (MacIntyre et al., 1997). To 
minimize such response bias effects, the survey was anonymous and confidential (Bandura, 
2006; Mills et al., 2006), so that respondents did not have incentive to misreport information, 
that is, the survey was designed so that no data were collected that could identify the teacher 
or their school.  
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3.5.2 Limitations of the survey design 
 
Although the survey set out to investigate personal and contextual factors that may influence 
teacher efficacy beliefs, the final questionnaire cannot claim to represent all factors. For 
example, upon reflection of the demographic items following the survey, it was found that 
class size, a factor noted in previous studies (Nishino, 2009; Sakui, 2004, 2007), was not 
included as a demographic item. As explained in Section 3.2 and reported in Chapter 4, the 
research design included two cycles of expert interviews with exploratory and evaluative 
analysis of data for construct, cultural, and linguistic fidelity of the final items and survey. 
However, class size was not discussed during the expert interviews, which suggests that this 
contextual variable may not have been a variable that experts perceived to influence their 
practice or teacher efficacy.  
 
Another issue affecting research design was that high school English teachers are not required 
to take an English proficiency test regularly or at all. When applying for a teaching license, 
teachers can choose to take the local test for each prefecture rather than taking a test such as 
TOEIC or Eiken. Thus, some respondents may not have ever taken an internationally 
recognized English test or may not have taken a test recently, resulting in a low number of 
samples for analysis. To offset this limitation, two steps were taken: (1) participants were 
asked to provide their most recent proficiency score for the Society for Testing English 
Proficiency (STEP) ‘Eiken’ test, and/or Test of English for International Communication 
(TOEIC); and (2) participants were asked to estimate their current perceived English 
proficiency level on the ‘Eiken’ test (Eiken Foundation of Japan, 2016a). TOEIC and Eiken 
are two of the most common proficiency tests taken in Japan, and Eiken is officially 
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recognized by MEXT as the benchmark test for English instructors (Eiken Foundation of 
Japan, 2016a).   
 
Due to difficulties with comparing proficiency scores on different tests (for example, there is 
no official conversion between TOEIC and Eiken scores), responses were grouped by test 
type for analysis, and correlations were investigated separately. Secondly, as respondents 
were asked to self-report perceived Eiken level, correlational analyses represent relationships 
between efficacy beliefs and self-reported past achievement (i.e., TOEIC, Eiken); and 
efficacy beliefs and perceived proficiency (i.e., estimated current Eiken). Eiken was chosen 
for the ‘perceived’ level as it is officially recognized by the MEXT, and is culturally 
appropriate for the Japanese context (for example, test tasks refer to activities such as reading 
the Japan Times). High school teachers are knowledgeable about the test and the requirements 
of the levels of the test, because Eiken is very popular for high school students. For example, 
approximately 18,000 test sites are available for taking the elementary to intermediate levels 
(including the MEXT benchmark for high school graduates), including junior and senior high 
schools across the country (Eiken Foundation of Japan, 2016b).  
 
3.5.3 Limitations of the sample and instrumentation 
 
As discussed in Section 3.4.2, the sampling method chosen allowed the distribution of 
information about the survey to be carried out across the country, guaranteed anonymity for 
respondents, and was cost effective for reaching a wide number of teachers in different 
prefectures. Convenience sampling supplemented random sampling to increase the survey 
responses above 125, which allowed the total response rate to meet the 5:1 ratio suggested for 
the use of exploratory factor analysis (Henson & Roberts, 2006). However, the random and 
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convenience sampling methods used in the main study had limitations: (1) response rates for 
distance surveys are low and responses may have reflected the views of teachers with extreme 
views, as the convenience sample used a network of teachers across the country who may 
have been more interested in English and may have had stronger views about English and 
English teaching; and (2) the way that information was forwarded to teachers made it difficult 
to clearly identify the total sample size.  
 
As explained in Section 3.3.2 and 3.4.2, online distribution of the survey allowed the survey 
to be accessed easily, across a wider geographical area for participants. It also reduced data 
entry and lowered costs for distribution. However, some limitations were: (1) that respondents 
needed Internet access; (2) the risk of a digital divide (i.e., taking the survey online) 
(Tourangeau, 2004) that may have discouraged older teachers or teachers with less 
technological skills; and (4) potential low response rates as respondents may have chosen to 
ignore email requests, or throw away invitations.  
 
3.6 Chapter summary 
 
This chapter has outlined the research design used in the current study. It began by outlining 
the pragmatic position taken in the study, and provided a rationale for the use of mixed 
methods to enhance instrument fidelity via a sequential design with correlational data 
analyses. The chapter introduced the participants, instrumentation and analysis procedures 
used in the three stages of the research, and finished by outlining the limitations of the 
research design. The following chapter moves on to the results from the first stage of the 
project. It introduces the findings from the first expert interviews, results of the thematic 
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analysis, and procedures in the design of the final JTE-TES survey used in Stage 2 of the 
study.   
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CHAPTER 4. STAGE 1: INSTRUMENT DESIGN 
 
This chapter shows the results from the first stage of the research. To develop survey items 
with context specificity (Bandura, 2006) and strengthen instrument fidelity, two cycles of 
interviews (exploratory, evaluative) were carried out with six experts during the instrument 
design stage of the study. Individual interviews were carried out with an expert panel to 
explore dimensions of teacher efficacy, and the key findings from the six interviews are 
presented in Section 4.1. A thematic analysis identified eight dimensions of teacher efficacy 
beliefs, presented in Section 4.2. Next, 60-items for the revised Japanese Teacher of English 
Teaching Efficacy Scale (JTE-TES) were developed (see Section 4.3) for review by the expert 
panel in their second interviews. Findings from the second expert panel interviews, presented 
in Section 4.4, were used to evaluate the items. Following revisions, additions and culling of 
items, the final JTE-TES questionnaire comprised of 25 items for use in Stage 2 and Stage 3 
of the study.  
 
4.1 Results from the first expert panel interviews 
 
Expert informant interviews were conducted to explore the dimensions of teacher challenge in 
the Japanese high school English teaching domain, develop items for the JTE-TES, and 
evaluate the linguistic, cultural, and content validity of the items. This section presents the 
findings of the first expert panel interviews. Thematic analysis revealed a range of challenges 
Japanese teachers confront teaching English to high school students. It will conclude by 
introducing the items that were developed for translation into Japanese to be used for the 
second interviews. As explained in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.6), the analysis of the interview 
data followed six steps suggested by Braun and Clarke (2006): (1) familiarize yourself with 
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the data; (2) generate initial codes; (3) search for themes; (4) review themes; (5) define and 
name themes and dimensions; and (6) produce a report. The sections below will firstly briefly 
summarize each interview, introduce examples from the verbatim transcripts, and then 
provide a summary of the initial key findings and codes from the analysis (i.e., steps 1-3), 
before introducing the defined themes and dimensions of teacher challenge that were 
identified in the interviews. 
 
The interviews with six experts followed a semi-structured format. As explained in Chapter 3 
(Section 3.2.4), the interview has two parts: (1) an initial semi-structured stage focused on 
exploring the challenges faced by Japanese teachers of English; and (2) a more structured 
stage that asked the experts to evaluate initial self-efficacy and demographic items (See 
Section 3.2.1, Table 2 and Table 3).  
 
In the exploratory part of the interview, four basic questions drew out the challenges faced by 
Japanese teachers of English (JTE); within each question, follow-up questions were used to 
draw out more information from the participants.  The four questions were:  
  
1. Tell me about what it is like to be an English teacher at a Japanese high school. Can 
you tell me about the different parts of the job? What kind of things do English 
teachers need to be able to do?  
2. Can you tell me about the kinds of challenges that face JTEs in the classroom? 
3. Can you tell me about the kinds of challenges that face JTEs outside the classroom?  
4. From your experience, what kind of things do you think would be likely to affect 
JTE confidence for teaching English?  
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In the evaluative part of the interview, two prompts were used to investigate participants’ 
evaluations of the initial teacher efficacy and demographic items: 
 
1. Can you tell me what you thought about the teacher efficacy items that I sent 
through?  
2. Can you tell me what you thought about the initial demographic items that I sent 
through?  
 
These questions and prompts are used to structure the reporting of key findings from each 
interview in the following sections. Transcription procedures used for introducing interview 
data are provided in Appendix C. 
 
4.1.1 Maki 
 
The first interview was with Maki, a Board of Education teacher consultant with twenty years 
experience as a teacher at two high schools. Maki explained her ideas by referring to her own 
experiences, and from observing teachers during her six years as a consultant. 
 
The role of an English teacher at a Japanese high school  
 
Maki began by describing the roles of teachers and the various aspects of their jobs. She 
explained that there were many aspects to teachers’ roles, including subject teaching, 
discipline, club activities, administration, and department duties. She suggested that as 
teachers get more and more responsibilities, their priorities become more focused on their 
administration, club activities, or other duties. She brought up examples where administrative 
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duties had a negative effect on her teaching and saw these as major challenges for helping 
teachers to maintain and develop their English knowledge. She explained, “when they don’t 
have much time to practice by themselves, then, … they may lose their skills to be as a 
teacher gradually”.  
 
Challenges that face JTEs in the classroom 
 
Maki talked about the difficulties for teachers of successfully introducing more 
communicative activities in classrooms. She explained that teachers needed to cope with the 
differences between teaching communicative English using MEXT approved textbooks, and 
preparing for university examinations, which created pressure and led to teachers hurrying 
through communicative activities, “they like to do many things, ...in the classroom, so, um, 
they have to rush to use them sometimes”.  
 
Challenges that face JTEs outside the classroom  
 
Maki discussed the focus of parents who are concerned about their children’s achievement, 
explaining that nowadays “parents are more aggressive recently, ...when the students have 
some trouble, ...the parents, uh, get angry”. As a result, Maki suggested that teachers must be 
more careful about the words and actions that they use with students.  
 
The discussion turned to teachers’ beliefs about students. Maki perceived that students might 
appreciate communicative activities in class, but that teachers (on the other hand) often doubt 
that their students can actually interact with CLT activities. As a result, she explained, “they 
don’t give them opportunities”. She explained that there was an issue about the guidance (i.e., 
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instructions) that teachers provided to students, “it depends on the teacher. So, teacher’s 
ability can affect ... how good they [students] can do [activities]”. 
 
Maki focused on experiences, and how teachers may lack experience using English in class or 
implementing CLT activities. She talked about ways to increase opportunities, such as 
demonstration lessons. However, she explained that these could reinforce negative beliefs, if 
teachers perceived “that teacher can do [it]. I don’t do [it]. That’s different from me”.  
 
JTE confidence for teaching English  
 
The interview explored how to improve teachers’ confidence. Maki focused on change, 
explaining, “they don’t change, you know... that’s the difficult - most difficult part, I think”. 
She perceived that the process of change is affected by the culture of the schools where 
teachers work. She suggested the importance of sharing ideas and working with colleagues, 
that is, that teamwork was an essential part for helping teachers develop: 
when they can work as a kind of team in – in one school, and then they can 
share ideas with other teachers...When a new course of study comes... In some 
school, teachers can get together and, uh, talk each other, and share ideas, and 
then they can gradually change... but, in some schools, uh, they work 
separately. Completely separately. And so, they can’t share the other - other 
people’s ideas, so they don’t change.  
 
Feedback on initial teacher efficacy items 
 
Overall, Maki agreed that most of the items were useful for understanding aspects of teacher 
confidence. Although the text was in English, she mentioned some key parts for translating 
items. With respect to an item developed from Nishino’s (2009) study ‘how confident are you 
that you can use MEXT approved textbooks to teach English communicatively?’ she 
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mentioned that items should not misrepresent the ways to teach suggested by MEXT. 
Therefore, as teachers are encouraged to use MEXT-authorized textbooks along with other 
handouts and materials, the item should be translated to reflect the idea of using both. Maki 
also wondered whether the item ‘how confident are you that you can write a personal letter to 
a pen pal from another country in English?’ would be effective, explaining “I don’t think... 
many teacher don’t have... people or friends outside Japan”. The item was noted for review 
and removed during the revision process. 
 
Analysis of initial demographic items 
 
Maki suggested a few changes to the demographic items. She focused on the importance of 
non-teaching duties, and said that items needed more specificity about non-teaching duties, 
that is, the amount of time that teachers spent managing ‘clubs’ or on other administrative 
matters. Accordingly, questions were added about teachers’ club or administrative duties. 
Maki also suggested that it might be useful to include examples of activities in items 
discussing CLT approaches, because some teachers may not have clear knowledge of CLT as 
an approach. Items were reviewed, but in order to avoid participants only focusing on the 
example activities, rather than CLT as an approach, example activities were not added to 
items. However, to make the items more easily understood, the items were made more 
specific by referring to ‘demonstration lessons’ or ‘practice lessons’. 
 
Summary of first interview with Maki 
 
Maki’s first interview touched on a number of aspects of classroom management and 
teachers’ language skill. Maki focused on the importance of teachers’ other duties (i.e., club 
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or administration) and their ability to deal with them. Regarding change, Maki explained 
about the importance of the teaching team and how the team worked together. She suggested 
that teacher support and sharing ideas were key for developing teaching.  
 
4.1.2 Riho 
 
As a university researcher who provides workshops to teachers, and a trained high school 
English teacher, Riho discussed her experiences as a trainee teacher and teacher trainer. In 
particular, she focused on the experiences she had working with teachers who were not 
interested in using English with their students. 
 
The role of an English teacher at a Japanese high school  
 
Firstly, Riho mentioned the many responsibilities that teachers have, such as “committees and 
club activities” as well as “nishamendan” (counselling students on where to go after high 
school, i.e., university advising) and “sanshamendan” (similar counselling for students, but 
where the discussion also involves the students’ parents). As a result, Riho suggested that 
teachers may not be able to focus on teaching. She explained that JTEs are under such time 
pressure that materials development is difficult, let alone teacher development, explaining “I 
think there are just too many things they have to deal with on a daily basis, so in that sense, I 
think it would be quite frustrating if you wanted, really, to teach English... as a language”.  
 
Riho talked about the difficulties for changing teacher practice, referring to her time as a 
trainee teacher. She explained that “younger teachers tend to be more open minded and more 
focused on communicative aspect”, but that social pressure can be used to make teachers 
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conform to existing practice. She used an example from her experience working with teachers 
at workshops to show the social pressure against change. She explained: 
Whenever I participate in that kind of seminars where I, um, give some 
demonstration teaching lessons to high school English teachers on how to teach 
English in English, every time there are – there are definitely some people who 
say to me, ‘It’s not possible. Why are we doing this? Because we don’t see the 
point of doing this’. So I think one of the thing [sic] is that no matter how, um, 
willing you are, how keen you are to focus on communication or practical 
aspect of the language, you will be eventually, at some point, be beaten by 
those teachers who are used to teaching English as a subject to get students 
prepared for examinations.  
 
While Maki had talked about the importance of teamwork for support, Riho talked about how 
teamwork could be more dangerous than being alone. She suggested that working in a team 
could entrench practices that teachers do not want to follow, specifically for those working as 
junior members of the teaching team. She explained, “you kind of have to follow what other 
teachers are doing. So that’s one of the pressure they have”. Riho talked about the pressure 
she felt from the teaching group at the high school she went to for pre-service teaching 
practice, which focused on meeting outcome expectations (i.e., university entrance) for 
students: 
I went back to my senior high school, and there are some supportive -
supportive teachers in the group of teachers who are much older than me. But 
[the] majority of them were looking at me and saying to me, ‘Can you actually 
cover what you are supposed to cover by doing this?’ And I said, ‘Yes,’ but 
they didn’t see the - see it... I was criticized by many teachers at the end of the 
teaching program... Even - even those teachers who are teaching different 
subject[s], like mathematics and social studies, because they needed to come to 
observe my lesson. That was part of the program. And they were saying, “You 
aren’t - you aren’t helping our students to - to be able to get in to universities.”  
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Challenges that face JTEs in the classroom  
 
Riho talked about the amount of materials that teachers must cover and suggested this is a key 
challenge. She explained that teachers must judge whether “doing extra conversation lessons 
or extra... practical, pragmatic exercises is a bit too time-consuming”. Riho then discussed the 
English language skills of teachers with whom she had worked: 
there are still so many English teachers who can’t - who can’t really talk in 
English. And I think that kind of lack of confidence within themselves, 
although they don’t really want to admit that they lack that kind of ability - that 
is crucial to be a teacher in this particular subject - [it] makes them even more, 
um, defensive in some cases, I think.  
 
Riho explained how teachers can struggle to communicate with their students, and the 
importance of grading language for communicating with students. She identified that there is 
“a fundamental issue” in the hiring and training process of English teachers that leaves some 
teachers without key skills. As a trainee teacher Riho majored in English language where 
practical courses were taught that focused on communication. She compared her education 
with peers who had studied at different universities, where they majored in English as a 
subject (i.e., literature, history) but were not prepared to teach communicatively. She 
explained that teachers were not prepared with experiences of learning via or about CLT, and 
suggested that teachers may not teach in ways other than those in which they had been 
trained:  
they’re just simply not ready to become a language teachers. They know 
education law; they know how to teach dotoku, um, like, moral lessons, that 
kind of thing. They know some theories of education, um, but they, like, ways 
the - ways the, - training opportunity to teach English as a language... they 
know how to teach based on their own experience of going through entrance 
exams... But, if that’s the only way that they have learned the language, how 
can you expect those teachers to teach English in different way?  
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Riho explained that revising teacher training is a potential solution, but also suggested that 
finding more ways to make university entrance exams more communicative would be a fast 
way of helping teachers to focus on communicative English language use in their classes. 
Later in the interview, Riho returned to the topic of CLT and talked about the challenge of 
classroom management and student discipline:  
when I give, you know, those workshops in - with high school teachers, they 
say, actually, ‘Yeah, in my school, rather than teaching English, I have to first 
of all make sure that everybody’s sitting in their right seat. And that takes this 
long. And then I can kind of, you know, move on to the lesson’.  
 
Riho suggested that this problem depended on the school, and that it was related to the 
academic ranking or hensachi5 of high schools, where teachers at lowly ranked schools might 
face these problems more. Previous studies have suggested that higher academic level may be 
negatively associated with communicative language teaching due to the influence of 
university entrance examinations (Underwood, 2013), thus this finding suggested a different 
view of the way in which academic level may influence teacher challenge. 
 
Challenges that face JTEs outside the classroom  
 
Riho related examples of the pressures on teachers outside of class. She talked about seikatsu 
shidou (life guidance), such as how teachers may spend their mornings (before school) 
checking  
if their students are wearing their school uniform properly, if the socks are a bit 
too short or too high. Like, if you have that time to be checking hundreds of -
three hundred or four hundred students’ socks... every morning, I think you 
                                                
5 hensachi refers to the standardized academic ranking scores used to refer to high schools 
and universities in Japan, and is commonly used as a way to refer to school 'level'. For more 
information, see Saitoh and Newfields (2010). 
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would rather, to be honest, want to be planning your lessons or practicing your 
own language, for example.  
 
She talked about other duties: school festivals, university information meetings, and 
counselling for students to advise them about entering university. She wondered how teachers 
could cope with all of these big and small duties, while also focusing on their lessons or 
changing their teaching approach (i.e., conforming to the new COS). 
 
Feedback on initial teacher efficacy items 
 
Riho talked about the item ‘how confident are you that you can assist families in helping their 
children do well in English?’ She suggested that it was not really applicable for the Japanese 
context. She suggested that the item should focus on the responsibility of the teacher to meet 
the expectations of students’ families (i.e., in terms of student performance). The item was 
noted for review, and changed for the second interview. Finally, it was removed after negative 
evaluations in the second interviews.   
 
Riho talked about item specificity, and explained that the tasks needed to be clear. She 
suggested that the item ‘how confident are you that you can implement alternative strategies 
in your classroom?’ was “vague”. After review, the item was removed. Riho also talked about 
the item ‘how confident are you that you can encourage your students to take control of their 
learning’. She wondered “how relevant this is to Japanese high school teachers”. The item 
was noted for review, and during the revision process was removed and replaced with items 
that focused more on motivation and willingness to communicate. Riho also questioned if the 
items concerning teachers’ language skill were specific enough, and suggested that items 
should be more focused. For example, she suggested adding items or reviewing items to talk 
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about tasks and interactions with Assistant Language Teachers (ALTs) - non Japanese 
English teachers from other countries who are brought in to team-teach with Japanese 
teachers. Riho’s comments were used accordingly to focus items on ALT and student 
interactions. 
 
Finally, while discussing the item ‘how confident are you that you can use MEXT approved 
textbooks to teach English communicatively?’, Riho indicated that another challenge for 
teachers was creating, or sourcing relevant resources for class. Riho explained why this was 
important,  
to be able to develop that kind of materials, and also, uh, access to those 
materials that’s already been out there, but they don’t know how to find it, or 
they don’t know how to utilize those things, or they don't have time to follow 
things.  
 
Accordingly, items were added during the review process that focused on these challenges. 
 
Analysis of initial demographic items 
 
Riho suggested that the ranking (i.e., academic level) of participants’ school should be 
included. She explained, “very often high school teachers say, ‘Oh, my students’ English 
level is very low because my high school is in a very low rank, it’s not relevant for me to do 
[that]’”. She also suggested that a contextual factor to consider would be whether teachers 
from ‘special’ schools, such as SELHi6 schools (a former designation given to schools with a 
special focus on English skills), would have stronger confidence for teaching 
                                                
6 Super English language high schools (SELHi) were started in 2003 by the MEXT to 
encourage English education at designated schools across Japan. 
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communicatively. Accordingly, an item was added to the demographic list during review and 
was used in the final survey. 
 
Summary of Riho’s interview 
 
Riho’s interview focused on Japanese teachers’ challenges. She referred to teachers’ abilities 
to cope with various stressors that they face, and mentioned a number of personal factors such 
as language skill and training experience, alongside contextual factors such as university 
examinations and school level. Finally, she acknowledged teachers’ high workload. The 
concepts of ‘stress’ and ‘coping’ were key issues in Riho’s interview that would inform the 
thematic analysis. Like Maki, Riho also talked about the role of teams: how teachers within a 
department, or within a school, could support or compromise change. Riho’s interview 
confirmed that the social culture and teamwork of teaching groups or schools was a 
challenging aspect of teacher practice, which informed the survey items.  
 
4.1.3 Taka 
 
Taka is a 59-year old male university lecturer who is extensively involved with high school 
English policy-making at the national level (i.e., informing the Course of Study), teacher 
training workshops, and advising high schools about English education (i.e., as a consultant 
for schools developing new English programs). Taka is not a trained high school English 
teacher, but spoke from his experience of advising curricula development, and working with 
high school English teachers as an advisor. 
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The role of an English teacher at a Japanese high school  
 
Taka began by explaining some of the key points he felt were important for teachers to be 
successful in their roles as English teachers:  
1. being able to choose materials appropriately from the wide range of textbooks 
allowed  
2. having skills to work with closely with other teachers in groups for planning 
3. syllabus planning and assessment creation 
4. being able to handle all of the other responsibilities they have such as class advising 
and sports clubs  
He explained that the time demands of these extra duties could be very high. Similar to the 
way that Maki had talked about responsibilities, Taka explained that as teachers get more and 
more responsibilities, their priorities become more focused on their administration or club 
activities, for example, being the teacher in charge of a sports club involves attending 
tournaments almost every weekend, practice other weekends, planning, and attending practice 
almost every day. 
 
Challenges that face JTEs in the classroom 
 
Within the classroom, Taka explained, “Well, it depends on the school”. Riho had talked 
about how school and student level may influence teachers’ perceptions of CLT and English, 
and suggested that schools with higher academic ranking (i.e., hensachi) would have better 
discipline. Taka also focused on school level, and explained that at lower level schools 
motivation is often a problem, along with students’ mastery of Junior high school English. As 
a result, Taka suggested that there may be a gap between the expected curriculum and what is 
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possible in regards to student motivation and ability. Accordingly, it could be difficult to get 
students at these schools to use English.  
 
Taka talked about the debate over teaching methods and his experience working towards 
change. He compared classes where students are using English more communicatively as 
opposed to classes where teachers primarily focus on explaining grammar rules (i.e., 
yakudoku).  Like Riho and Maki, he mentioned how busy teachers are, and discussed 
teamwork. Specifically, he talked about reluctance, by teachers, to address change directly by 
sitting down and communicating about teaching and methods. He explained: 
it’s difficult for them to - to sit down and talk about how they - they can make 
some changes. One reason is that simply they don’t have time. Uh, at many 
schools, they don’t have a regular English department meeting. Maybe once a 
month would be the most they can meet with each other. The other is, uh, they 
avoid debating those controversial issues with other teachers because they 
think that it’s not worthwhile, discussing those issues because they tend to 
think that it’ll be impossible to come up with a consensus among the teachers.  
 
Taka also mentioned practical concerns that could affect teachers’ judgments about 
implementing CLT or using technology. He explained that there are differences between 
schools in terms of the facilities available to teachers (such as computers and classroom 
equipment). 
 
Challenges that face JTEs outside the classroom 
 
When we discussed challenges outside the classroom, Taka focused on the role of the 
university entrance examinations. Firstly, he talked about the system for entering universities, 
and the influence of teachers who act as ‘class advisors’ to students. He spoke about the 
potential for conflict for teachers who want to focus more on communication. He explained, 
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“if they want to change the methods of teaching, uh, from tradition one to a communicative 
one, then, in some cases, uh, students’ class advisor would be opposed to that”. Taka 
explained how tannin (homeroom teachers and student advisors), who are not English 
teachers, may only be worried about examination results. Therefore, “English teachers who 
are willing to change the teaching method - methods - have to fight against some of the class 
advisors”. Taka explained that advisors may be unlikely to know about teaching changes, and 
also unlikely to know about how entrance examinations have also changed: 
they don’t know, uh, how the entrance examination questions have changed 
over the years, so they have very, you know, old-fashioned ideas of how 
English should be taught. And so that English teachers have to fight against 
those, uh, ideas.  
 
Taka talked about the dichotomy between ‘exam preparation’ and ‘CLT’. He explained that 
teachers want to “help students improve their communicative competency, and then secondly, 
they have to help them pass the entrance examinations. And a lot of teachers think these are 
two different - completely different things”. He suggested that actually assessments have 
changed. He used the National Center Test examination as an example, and revealed that the 
exam has changed. He said: 
take the Center test, uh, for example. All the questions are written out in 
English, and no translation question[s], no grammar question[s]. So they - it’s - 
it’s quite, you know, stupid that they argue that entrance examination, uh, 
English is totally different from the kind of English that the students have to 
master to improve their communicative competency.  
 
Taka discussed why teachers might not be up to date with changes to the test. He explained 
that leadership was a key issue for change and development (i.e., keeping abreast with 
changes to the Course of Study). He talked about risk aversion, and proposed that principals 
are in a position to encourage teachers towards changing the way in which they teach English: 
If a school principal supports English teachers who are going to try to change 
their teaching methods, then things will be quite different. You know, because 
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even capable teachers are kind of afraid of the result. Uh, entrance 
examinations especially. And if the school principal supports... [then] you 
know, ‘That’s okay, you can go out and do it.’  
 
Taka discussed the difficulty of getting departments to consolidate learning outcomes, syllabi, 
and teaching methods by working together. The problem of achieving consensus was a key 
priority. He cited an example from his experience consulting high schools. He suggested that 
having an independent advisor was essential for building consensus or driving change 
because they could listen to ideas and suggest which ones to pursue. He explained, “as long as 
they [teachers] discuss those issues by themselves, there’ll be no end”. 
 
JTE English teaching confidence 
 
When Taka was asked about teacher confidence, he focused on their English skills. Taka 
echoed both Maki and Riho’s comments about problems with teacher English proficiency. 
However, he explained the idea from a different perspective. Compared to other classes, Taka 
explained that English is a special subject:  
compared with, for instance, Japanese or social sciences, once English teachers 
start speaking English, it’s obvious to everybody - including the students - how 
high your English level is... they [teachers] have pride. 
 
Taka suggested that teachers avoid using English, as a way of protecting themselves or 
maintaining humility by not showing off their skills. Taka continued, “for many teachers, 
their English ability is not good enough to, uh, teach English in English”. He talked about 
experience learning in English, and that many teachers, with whom he had worked, have not 
had experience actually using English for any communicative acts. Later in the interview, he 
suggested, “the biggest reason is they have never learned English in English. So, I think the 
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teacher training programs are really important in which they learn”. It was clear that Taka saw 
experiential learning as a key factor influencing teacher practice.  
 
Taka also talked about leadership. He explained that many schools have poor department 
heads, or may have poorly defined leadership roles. All three experts had raised the issue of 
teamwork; but for Taka the key issue was leadership. Without clear leadership, he suggested 
that it might be up to one or two great teachers to try to lead things forward. He followed-up 
by explaining that this is rare, and teacher-led leadership is only effective if the teacher is well 
liked and respected by the rest of the teaching team. 
 
Feedback on initial teacher efficacy items 
 
Taka questioned the appropriateness of the item ‘how confident are you that you can assist 
families in helping their children do well in English?’ He explained that at high schools the 
“the interaction between teachers and students’ families is quite rare - maybe once or twice a 
year”. He also questioned the item ‘how confident are you that you can establish a classroom 
management system in your classes?’ He suggested that this item could be valuable, but that 
it might be difficult to understand, even translated into Japanese. Due to problems with the 
translated version (see Section 4.4.2), the item was considered inappropriate and removed 
prior to the second stage of the study.  
 
Analysis of initial demographic items 
 
Taka explained that items about high schools and student motivation did not clearly capture 
some key aspects which he suggested would be important - their level. The original items 
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talked about differences between schools, such as ‘private’ or ‘public’. Taka thought that 
academic level was more important. He explained, “they categorize high schools into three 
different groups: high, intermediate, and low. And that’s more important than the kind of 
school that they’re currently teaching in”. He suggested that hensachi (i.e., academic ranking) 
was an important aspect to include for understanding the level and motivation of students at a 
broad level. The ‘level’ of schools had been discussed in previous interviews, and appeared to 
be a key factor. Accordingly, during item review, Taka’s comment was used to add a 
demographic item focused on the hensachi of schools (see Section 4.3.2). 
  
Taka also suggested that more complexity was needed concerning the demographic questions 
concerning teachers’ pre-teacher training. As Riho had explained, there are big differences 
between the training of teachers, even those majoring in English. Taka suggested that the 
question ‘Did you major in English at university?’ would not be effective for establishing 
differences between teachers’ experience. He talked about the difference between studying 
English literature, or English language. He explained: 
It could be the English language, it could be English literature, and that could 
make a difference. And also, do you know that, uh, some universities have, uh, 
a School of Education? So if you’re student of the School of Education, 
kyoikugakubu, then, you have to take a lot of, uh, pedagogy courses. But if you 
are, for instance, a student in the college of literature at university A, maybe 
just one or two.  
 
Accordingly, Taka’s comments were used to revise the item concerned with training 
experience (see Section 4.3.2).  
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Summary of first interview with Taka 
 
Much of the interview focused on school leadership, teamwork, and what makes change 
difficult. Taka focused on collective action and personal experience, specifically: (1) 
leadership focused on supporting teachers to change; and (2) experience using English. Taka 
talked about the challenges for teachers as part of teams, and the difficulties of working with 
other English teachers and teachers who are acting as student advisors. School leadership was 
a key factor for change.  
 
Secondly, Taka focused on teachers’ English skills, and experience using and learning in 
English. He talked about problems for teachers who have not used English in their daily lives, 
or learned in English. He questioned how these teachers would feel about being asked to teach 
in ways they had not learned. This included experiences that teachers had as trainees, where 
Taka saw differences between the educational experiences of teachers and how these affected 
teaching.  
 
Finally, Taka looked at schools as being from different levels. The idea of hensachi (i.e. 
academic level) was talked about a number of times in the interview. He saw major 
differences between lower and higher-level schools, which would affect student motivation 
and ability. Taka’s interview helped to identify clear ways of improving the demographic 
items to help make school level and teacher training more clearly defined for investigation. 
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4.1.4 Saki 
 
Saki is a 24-year old female high school teacher from a public school in a rural town, about 
one hour from Tokyo. She shared her experiences working as a novice teacher. 
  
The role of an English teacher at a Japanese high school  
 
The interview started by exploring what it is like to be an English teacher at a high school. 
Saki replied, “for me, I still have the feeling that I always have to do more things except, uh, 
teaching itself”. Her explanation confirmed the ideas Riho had suggested in her interview, 
about the extent of extra duties that JTEs must deal with. When Saki was asked for more 
detail, she explained she had duties related to class scheduling and event management; that 
she was in charge of training student teachers; was a homeroom teacher for one group of first 
year students; is the lead teacher for the English club; and was the deputy head for the 
basketball club. She also taught 19 classes per week. She explained,  
and all the work, it comes - all - all the work - it - it starts from the beginning 
of the year till the end. So I - it’s really hard to get a good balance of teaching 
itself and other jobs. 
 
Saki suggested that a major issue was working with other teachers and getting clear 
cooperation. When she was asked for some more information, she talked about an example of 
the problems she had working with teachers to develop materials for a lesson on debate: 
we were discussing what we should do, and then nothing was really on the 
table, so I was like, ‘So, the main purpose of the class is to give opportunity for 
students to use English itself with researching, discussing, and whatever.’ So, I 
- I - I said, ‘How about this project? I did this before, and then it was really 
good! And I personally thought it was very helpful for the students to use 
English.’ And then, they are - there are four teachers, except me. And then, 
everyone didn’t say a word. They are like, ‘Hmm... hmm...’ It’s really hard to 
tell what ‘hmm’ means. And then I - I said, ‘Uh, if you don’t like the idea... 
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then, that’s totally fine. I just - I just brought this because there is nothing on 
the table, so I thought we could do it.’ And once - one teacher who’s in her 
fifties, she was like, ‘Oh, it seems fun.’ The other teacher says, ‘Hmm... demo 
(but)...’ The male teacher said - just nodding. I was like, ah, why?  Is it bad? Or 
good? I can’t really tell. I always have to think and think and think. And then 
one teacher kept - kept saying nothing. This is a session. We can bring 
something. But it’s really hard to decide. No one really judge[s] stuff, either 
good or bad. I just wanna know sometimes.  
 
Saki was asked how decisions were made, to which she replied: 
Work together. And then, in that session, I - I just lost my confident [sic]. Like, 
I can’t do anything in this environment. That’s how I felt... No one had heard I 
brought some new things. They - they don’t reject, but I feel like I’ve been 
rejected.  
 
Saki suggested that part of her problem was that she was new, with only two years teaching 
experience. As a younger member of the staff, she also found it difficult to openly share her 
opinions. Saki’s comments echoed Riho’s explanation about the pressure and difficulty for 
novice teachers of becoming integrated into the teaching team. 
 
Challenges that face JTEs in the classroom 
 
In the discussion on issues within classes, Saki began by talking about teachers’ English 
ability, and ability to use it to teach. Firstly, she introduced an example of how she heard 
teachers talk about using English: 
So, some teacher says, ‘Well, you can use English, like the beginning of class: 
Hi class, how are you today? What’s the weather?’ Kind of stuff, and then, all 
of a sudden, change to Japanese, like, Dewa, hajimemashou.’ (OK, let’s start)  
 
Saki explained that she didn’t really see the point of that, but that using English to run 
activities in English was also very hard. She explained that it took a lot of time, and that she 
would also often have to use some Japanese anyway. She spoke at length about how she was 
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already trapped by the amount of work to finish before exams. She said, “it’s impossible. And 
then, if we try to do some tasks in English, it takes so much time, and then we can’t get... 
enough part for the examinations. That’s always the problem”. Furthermore, because she used 
extra materials, she was usually slower than other teachers to finish required materials, which 
caused pressure for her. She mentioned that she feels that other teachers do not like her giving 
extra materials because it might reflect badly on them if Saki’s students perform better on 
exams. She followed up by adding that her students “do pretty well”.  
 
Challenges that face JTEs outside the classroom 
 
When we talked about any problems outside the classroom, Saki explained about a range of 
challenges. Firstly, as the youngest teacher, she is often asked to do things by older teachers. 
She explained, 
Well, I’m younger than other teachers, but still, [other teachers say] ‘Oh, 
because you are young, you can do this. Do this, do this, do this.’ And 
everything is coming to the young teachers. Which is a bit, I feel, unfair.  
 
She then talked about the teaching burden for young teachers. As an example, she talked 
about the number of classes she teaches compared to others. Saki has 19 classes per week, 
while she thought the average was 15 or less, with some teachers only responsible for 10 or 
12 classes. Saki explained that her workday was about 11 to 12 hours (8 am to 7:30 pm) but 
that she considered herself lucky this year, as in comparison to the previous year, she could 
usually have Sundays off. She is in charge of a sports club, but explained that she only needed 
to go to practice on Saturdays this year, instead of both Saturday and Sunday as in the 
previous year. 
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JTE confidence teaching English  
 
Saki talked about support, specifically about how the curriculum is interpreted. She explained 
an example of a situation where she needed help from her supervisor. She was having trouble 
teaching, but the senior teacher just told her to check the Gakushu Shidoyoru (Course of 
Study). She explained that the curriculum is “like a law”; so interpreting it in a realistic way 
was an issue for teachers, particularly novice teachers such as her. 
   
Secondly, Saki explained about the pressure of carrying out classes in English. She explained 
that “It’s just too much pressure”, and added that many teachers do not have enough English 
proficiency. She suggested that this issue was compounded by a lack of knowledge about how 
to teach English communicatively, and that there were not enough seminars for learning how. 
 
Next, Saki spoke about her relationship with her work colleagues. She said “this year and last 
year for me was very - totally different. Like, 100% different. Last year, I never shared my 
teaching with other teachers”. She explained that her previous position had a policy to only 
use yakudoku (grammar translation), so she had added communicative activities secretly in 
order to avoid negative judgment from her colleagues (i.e., she had made her own materials to 
use, rather than following the group). However, she explained that at her new school, sharing 
and talking about teaching materials is encouraged. 
 
Saki also discussed the academic level of schools. She suggested that it influences what can 
be achieved, and also affects teachers’ motivation. Her previous school had been one of the 
best in the local area, where: 
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the teacher said, ‘These kind of schools is only 2% of all. And then, other 
schools, you – you can hardly teach [the] subject itself. No one listen[s]  to 
you, you have to teach them how to live. How to behave in public.’ So 
teaching [the] subject is not a matter for the teacher who teaches at difficult 
schools. That’s what I was told.  
 
Saki reported that she was lucky to have started at two good schools. She introduced the 
system for moving from school to school, which usually moved teachers from lower to higher 
schools. As result, she wondered if teachers who had been at lower schools had lost their 
motivation. Speaking of her current school she said of other teachers, “They come to the 
school where we can actually teach. But now, their motivation is, seems to be going”. Saki’s 
explanation provided further depth to the ideas of Taka and other experts about how school 
level could affect teachers’ practice or motivation, suggesting that this is a key issue.  
 
Feedback on initial teacher efficacy items 
 
Like Riho, Saki found the item ‘how confident are you that you can assist families in helping 
their children do well in English?’ to be irrelevant. She explained, it “seems a bit...weird”, 
because the contact between teachers and families was low. She suggested that the item was 
not suitable for Japanese high school teachers. Saki also suggested editing items about daily 
English skills, such as ‘how confident are you that you can understand an English movie?’ 
She thought the task was too broad and not suitable for English teachers. The item was 
eventually deleted due to this problem (see Section 4.4.2). As Riho had also suggested, Saki 
explained that the item ‘how confident are you that you can have a conversation with a native 
English speaker?’ should be changed to having conversation with an ALT, as she had noticed 
teachers avoided speaking with non-Japanese teachers in English,  
We got a new ALT from The States. And he’s sitting next to me, so we had a 
chat. And other teachers - somehow, English teachers ask me to ask him 
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something. That happens, so... I don’t - It seems they don’t feel so comfortable 
when they talk to him.  
 
Saki also questioned how teachers might interpret the item ‘how confident are you that you 
can increase students’ English proficiency?’ She wondered whether teachers might consider 
this in relation to their students’ ability to pass entrance exams, rather than overall proficiency 
including communicative competence. She suggested that many teachers might interpret 
proficiency as linguistic knowledge.  
 
Analysis of initial demographic items 
 
With respect to demographic items, Saki thought that the items had a strong reflection on 
various aspects of teaching, but that the items did not reflect the realities of their work outside 
class. She explained “It doesn’t say anything about other jobs except teaching”. She suggested 
that items should investigate if teachers were in charge of clubs and their komu bunsho 
(faculty work and administration) activities. Her comments echoed Maki’s suggestion to 
investigate non-teaching duties, and were used to review and add demographic items. Saki 
added that it would be better to ask whether participants were married or not. When she was 
asked why, she explained that at her school, the married female teachers did not have to do 
club activities: 
Saki: They put their name on it. On the list, but they don’t do anything. 
Researcher:  Oh, okay. So it’s like a social contract. You don’t - If you’re 
married and you’re a - a female teacher, you’re allowed to go home after 
school. 
 
Saki reported that if teachers had children (especially female teachers), then that would also 
be considered for club activity participation or leadership. Accordingly, during item review, 
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Saki’s suggestion was used create a new item. However, as discussed in Section 4.4.7, it was 
eventually removed prior to the pilot study, as the item was considered too personal. 
 
Summary of Saki’s first interview 
 
Saki’s interview highlighted four issues which had been raised by other experts: (1) how busy 
teachers are and how they cope with the stress of managing tasks; (2) the language skills of 
teachers; (3) the structure of the curriculum; and (4) the teamwork, support, and levels of 
communication between teachers.  
 
Overall, Saki focused on the role of the teaching team in communicating and cooperating to 
share resources and develop materials. She mentioned the problems of working with teachers 
who did not really work as a team, and referred to her time at her last school where she 
actively hid her teaching style from her colleagues, to avoid conflict. She mentioned the 
difficulties for novice teachers, and the pressure to ‘fit in’ with the accepted practice. 
 
Saki also focused on the issue of teachers’ English ability and experience with communicative 
teaching. She talked about English teachers who did not feel comfortable with speaking to 
their English native-speaking ALT.  
 
Saki was frustrated by the various factors that make her busy. She talked about 
administration, club, homeroom, and teaching duties. She wondered whether novice teachers 
were being worked too hard, and provided examples such as her higher teaching burden 
compared to teachers of other classes. Overall, balancing the different responsibilities and 
coping with tasks required of teachers were key issues that were raised in the interview, and 
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reflected recurring ideas from the other expert interviews. Saki’s interview helped to confirm 
that investigating teachers’ other duties, such as clubs or administration, would be important 
for considering external factors affecting JTEs. 
 
4.1.5 Yuri 
 
Yuri is a 57-year old, experienced teacher from a public school in a rural area near Tokyo. 
With experience at five schools, Yuri was able to share many examples of difficulties for 
veteran teachers of English. 
 
The role of an English teacher at a Japanese high school  
 
Yuri started the interview by talking about her daily routine. She explained that most days 
started with short meetings before school, followed by classes starting from 8:45am. She 
talked about how teachers usually teach 16 classes per week, help with cleaning after school, 
meet students, prepare for classes, and take care of club activities. Coming from a school with 
an above average hensachi, Yuri also explained that her school had extra classes for students 
once or twice per week, to help them to prepare for university examinations. Yuri herself 
teaches one extra class from 7:30am once a week. 
 
Challenges that face JTEs in the classroom 
 
Yuri talked about the difference between the new Course of Study and most teachers’ existing 
learning and teaching experiences. She discussed problems that arise for teachers from using 
English to communicate,  
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they can’t forget what - how they learned English while they are students. So, 
to many of them, um, just sit in the chair, stick to the desk, listen to the 
teacher’s lecture, copy the teacher’s writing on the blackboard, and just keep 
quiet. It is not good to speak in class. And so, still some teachers are really, uh, 
sure that they want... the students to keep quiet in the class.  
 
Yuri used two examples to show how teaching communicatively is not well understood. 
Firstly, she mentioned that “noisy” classrooms were seen as a sign of “problem students”. She 
explained that other teachers had asked her why she encouraged her students to be talkative 
and be outside of their seats, that is, to move around and interact with each other in 
communicative activities. She suggested there is a misconception that communicative 
activities are seen as ‘games’: 
Even English teachers still think that... [it is] just a game. ‘How can you, help 
their, English ability... for example, reading, or writing skills in such enjoyable 
games?’ That - that is from their lack of understanding of teaching methods... 
Giving them good tasks.  
 
Yuri explained about how she had been taught about the difference between ‘tasks’ and 
‘exercises’, but she thought that many teachers could not see the difference between them. 
She suggested that it was important for teachers to understand the purpose for communicative 
activities. 
 
Yuri talked about differences between students. As an example, she mentioned that while her 
school had very good students, it also had a wide range of abilities because it is a rural school. 
As a result, she explained that responding to the different needs and levels of students inside 
the same class often confused her and created problems about what to focus upon. She 
explained that extra classes were a strategy to help students of different levels. 
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Challenges that face JTEs outside teaching in the classroom 
 
Similar to the other experts, Yuri talked about the burden of other duties. She began by 
talking about her major administration hurdle: organizing an international program for 
students, a duty that created many problems for her. She mentioned that clubs were very 
demanding of student and teacher time. Yuri then talked about teacher communication and 
cooperation. She explained: 
teachers don’t share their ideas. Don’t want to share their ideas. They really 
like to stick to his or her own idea or method and they never - they don’t want 
to listen to others, or they don’t want to, uh, discuss, uh, teaching styles.  
 
Yuri gave an example of positive teacher cooperation from her experience, when at another 
school; her team had achieved some big changes by working together. She admitted there had 
been teacher resistance for working collaboratively and that some teachers had followed 
unwillingly, therefore the key point had been leadership: 
But without that kind of... big title or with some, uh, super strong leader... 
usually, high school teachers, they are not used to being watched - observed by 
others. So they don’t care, uh, what other people think about their - their 
methods or their styles.  
 
Yuri’s example was similar to Taka’s, emphasizing the importance of leadership. She 
mentioned that because sharing and observing were not common, less experienced teachers 
could often develop ineffective teaching habits from more senior teaching members. Overall, 
she concluded that change is a very difficult challenge for teaching teams. 
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JTE confidence teaching English  
 
Yuri talked about the importance of experience as language users and teachers. She echoed 
the ideas of Maki and Taka about the importance of training and talked about the power of 
mastery or vicarious experiences, that is, 
authentic experiences of using English or teaching English with some good... 
advisors, instructors, or good models... if they see their senpai (older mentor) 
teachers as good models succeeding in teaching or fostering students in front of 
them, they learn what they see from what they see, and then they feel 
confident.  
 
Yuri also discussed the power of  ‘the Internet’. She talked about a teacher she worked with, 
who insisted that their ideas were ‘correct’ because they had used the Internet for research. 
Yuri explained that for older teachers (such as herself), using technology and the Internet in 
classes is a challenge. She suggested that these tools are becoming an important part of 
teachers’ knowledge. Her comments were used to develop an item regarding the use of 
technology (see Section 4.2.3). 
 
Feedback on initial teacher efficacy items 
 
Yuri explained that some items were too general. She felt that the items ‘how confident are 
you that you can control disruptive behaviour in your classroom?’ and ‘how confident are you 
that you can calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?’ were too similar. She also wondered 
whether these situations were common. As discussed in Section 4.4.2, following the second 
expert interviews both were not removed prior to the pilot study, reflecting Yuri’s comment 
that these situations are not that common. Yuri wondered if the item ‘how confident are you 
that you can provide student-centered lessons?’ was “too general”. However, after translation 
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into Japanese, it was evaluated highly by the experts and included in the pilot study (see 
Section 4.4.3). 
 
Analysis of initial demographic items 
 
For the demographic questions, two important issues arose. Yuri had not taken an English 
proficiency test for many years, and suggested that many teachers may not have recent scores. 
Accordingly, the demographic items for proficiency were reviewed based on Yuri’s comment. 
An item asking teachers’ to estimate their current ability (see Section 4.3.2) was added. 
Secondly, Yuri echoed Riho’s recommendation to add or review items about whether the 
school had a special ranking or distinction (e.g., SELHi). Yuri also suggested that it would be 
appropriate to understand the academic level of the school (i.e., hensachi), indicating again 
that this is a key contextual variable. 
 
Summary of the first interview with Yuri 
 
Yuri’s feedback as an experienced teacher added a new perspective about teachers’ 
challenges, particularly her comments about technology.  Yuri also focused on some issues 
related to teachers’ use of CLT. She suggested that teacher awareness about CLT and 
effective communicative tasks are challenges for English teachers. Yuri discussed her 
experiences with novice teachers; she endorsed the idea that new teachers should learn from 
senior teachers, but also recognized that this could lead to poor in-service training if novice 
teachers did not have varied experiences with expert teachers. Finally, Yuri explained similar 
examples to the other experts about teamwork and leadership, indicating that these were key 
issues. She was clearly supportive of group cooperation and strong leadership for initiating 
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change, which she saw as challenges for the group. She spoke warmly about the experience of 
being in a cooperative group, and strongly about the challenge for leaders to push for change 
and support innovation.  
 
4.1.6 Ken 
 
Ken is a 26-year old male teacher who had been teaching for four years. At the time of the 
interview, he had worked for two schools, and was currently working at a school with an 
above-average academic ranking (he stressed that it is not ‘high’). Ken’s school had a strong 
English focus, and is often used for workshops for other teachers. 
 
The role of an English teacher at a Japanese high school  
 
Ken began by discussing the difficulties of balancing role responsibilities: 
I think many English teachers wants to... concentrate on, like, teaching English, 
of course. But, in - in Japanese high school, we have so many things to do, like, 
other than English classes. Like club activity, or making the curriculum, or, uh, 
making tests. And now I’m in, like, kyomu (academic affairs).  
 
Ken talked about making class schedules, exam schedules, and introducing his school to 
Junior high school students. He explained that these jobs made teachers “super busy”, 
especially kyomu (academic affairs) duties. Ken mentioned that he was also in charge of the 
tennis club, and was a homeroom teacher. He talked about arriving at school every day at 
eight in the morning, teaching until approximately 3:30 pm, then starting his club duties -
which finish around 6:30 pm. He explained that he then focused on his other teaching and 
kyomu jobs after that. When he was asked what time he left school most days he answered: 
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Ken: I – I leave school [at] 10:30. Because I have to catch the bus at 10:46. 
Researcher: Seriously? 
Ken: Seriously [laughs] 
Researcher: What time do you usually get home? Like, nearly midnight? 
Ken: Um...like, around 12:00. 
Researcher: What time do you get up in the morning? 
Ken: Uh, 6:00 am [laughs] 
Researcher: So most days you have dinner at work? 
Ken: Um...yeah, mostly. 
Researcher: Or most days you don’t have dinner? 
Ken: Like, I eat some snacks and coffee. That’s all.  
 
Ken’s example clearly supported the ideas mentioned by the other experts, specifically Riho 
and Saki, who spoke about the amount of time that teachers work. 
 
Challenges that face JTEs in the classroom 
 
Within the classroom, Ken talked about the problem of motivating students: 
they (students) don’t need to use English in their daily life. So, only in the 
classroom. Some students are super, like, really interested in, like, speaking 
English, or, like, talking to foreign people, or they are interested in foreign 
music, or, like, movies. They - they - they are okay.  
 
He then talked about the English proficiency of teachers, and specifically whether their ability 
to communicate in English is sufficient for teaching. He referred to notes he had made (prior 
to the interview), and used them as an example of the type of preparation and planning that 
non-native teachers need. He spoke about colleagues who are confident to teach in English, 
and about colleagues who do not like talking and teaching with ALTs, or using English for 
communication:  
I think, like, ‘What? Like, you - you guys are English teachers, so you should 
speak English,’ but... they don’t want to be embarrassed, like, in front of 
students.  
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Ken spoke about the academic level of the school, and level of the students, to show how 
different high schools were. All experts had raised this issue, although they had discussed 
different aspects of the phenomenon. Ken talked about the entrance test that is used for high 
schools, developing an example comparing his school with others. Firstly, he explained that 
the average grade for the test (from a total score of 500 covering Japanese, English, Math, 
Science, and Social Science) was about 250-300 for students entering his school. In contrast, 
at other schools the average grade for students might be as low (or less) than 100 out of 500. 
As a result, he explained that these differences made teaching any subject difficult: 
in those kind of high school [sic], teachers, like usually have difficulties to 
conduct classes. Not only English, but other subject [sic] too. Like, they - they 
don’t listen to teachers... they don’t have any motivate [sic] to study at all.  
 
He further explained: 
One of my friends... works for, like, this type of high school, and they have 50 
minutes class, but first 10 minutes, like, have the students to sit down in the 
chair. And five minutes... to make them be silent again, and... maybe, like, 
taking a keitai (cell phone) or something. So they spend, the most of time... for 
discipline.  
 
Ken also discussed some issues with students who were unwilling to communicate with 
others in pair or group work. He talked about an example from his classes, where students 
may not have good communication skills with others (even in Japanese). He suggested that 
these issues could affect teachers’ willingness to manage classes in English. 
 
Challenges that face JTEs outside the classroom 
 
Outside of class, Ken returned to how busy teachers are. Firstly, he talked about how this 
made him feel about his teaching,  
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I think I should not say, like, this kind of thing because we are, like, 
responsible for, like, students’ learning. So, ‘Ah, sorry, we have no time!’ That 
- that’s not reason to make the lesson worse. So, we - we should not say this 
kind of thing. But, yeah, sometimes we have no time, that’s true.  
 
He talked about working with other teachers in groups. Teachers usually share resources, 
which is useful for saving time. However, he suggested that if other teachers do not want to 
teach communicatively, it can be hard to implement change and difficult to share materials 
and work together. 
 
Ken explained about how teachers sometimes underestimate their students’ ability and reject 
training experiences. He talked about how his school is a Kyotenko (model school) for the 
prefecture. This means that they often had training seminars for teachers from other schools, 
who observed his classes, then participated in discussion about the lesson. He gave an 
example, similar to Riho’s experience, about teachers that reject CLT:  
sometimes teacher from other high school said, ‘I know this is the good way to 
teach, English, like, classes in all English, or have students that communicate 
each other in English. I know it’s good, but that’s not for my high school.’  
 
Ken seemed to think that teachers rejected CLT without considering how to use techniques or 
ideas in their classes: 
there should be some way to have the communicative lesson, but they, like, 
teachers stop thinking about it. Just say, ‘Oh, well, students’ level are super 
low, so that’s not for my high school. Good luck.’ Like this.  
 
JTE confidence teaching English  
 
Ken focused on teacher English proficiency and teaching experience. He suggested that these 
experiences were crucial for helping teachers. He talked about how he had become more 
confident as an English user and how this had affected his teaching. Novice teachers such as 
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Ken have learned English in communicatively taught classes, which he perceived has made 
him more comfortable teaching that way. Ken talked about how older teachers had become 
successful English speakers, learning in a different way: 
so older teachers study English in, uh, the kind of traditional way, like, 
grammar point, grammar point, and read sentences, translating into Japanese, 
like, not communicative way. And for them, like, they are successful learner, 
right? So they – they – they can understand English, and maybe they like 
English, so they became English teacher.  
 
Ken explained, “all the teachers are not comfortable to use English”. He mentioned that when 
he is speaking in English, he feels like something about him is different. He talked about how 
his “characteristics” change; he feels more “open-minded” and uses more body language. He 
suggested that becoming comfortable with that feeling is a challenge for teachers and all 
[Japanese] users of English. 
 
Feedback on initial teacher efficacy items 
 
Ken wondered whether it would be better to ask teachers if they felt more comfortable doing 
teaching activities in English or Japanese, such as giving instructions. His comment was noted 
and used to review items by adding ‘in Japanese’ or ‘in English’ to items. However, as is 
explained in Section 4.4.1, the items were eventually changed back to reduce confusion, 
based on the comments of the experts in the second interviews. As also suggested by Riho 
and Saki, Ken recommended that the item ‘how confident are you that you can assist families 
in helping their children do well in English?’ was unsuitable for English teachers. It was clear 
that the item was unacceptable for the Japanese context, and was removed prior to the 
translation of items into Japanese. Finally, similar to Saki and Riho, Ken suggested that items 
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about English skill should be refined to include tasks that involve ALTs. Accordingly, these 
items were changed to reflect the experts’ suggestions. 
 
Analysis of initial demographic items 
  
Ken stated that experience with the use of English is important; therefore, he suggested asking 
about teachers’ experiences living or studying overseas. His comment was noted, and used 
during item review to add a new demographic item. Ken talked about the item ‘Did you major 
in English at university?’ He suggested that it was not specific enough to find out differences 
about teachers’ educational experience, specifically their English major. He talked about 
teachers he knew who had majored in English literature, “I feel like teachers from, like, 
English literature have less confidence to speak English, communicate with other people in 
English”. His comments confirmed that these items needed revision, as had been suggested by 
Taka and Riho. Ken also questioned the wording of in-service demographic items, and his 
suggestions were used to review items (see Section 4.3.2). 
 
Summary of Ken’s first interview 
 
Ken’s average day involved him getting home very late in the evening, with no time for 
relaxation and only a few hours of sleep before starting another full day again. His 
explanation supported the ideas raised by other experts that teachers are very busy with many 
duties that can be difficult to balance. As a teacher in charge of a club, Ken’s weekends were 
also very busy. His comments about his club duties confirmed Taka’s perception that club 
activities can negatively influence the time available for teachers for planning, grading, and 
preparation. Ken focused on the activities that kept him busy, particularly his work on 
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academic affairs, and his comments supported the information Maki explained about the 
difficulty for JTEs of working on administrative duties. In our interview, Ken tried to avoid 
using those duties as excuses for teachers not spending more time on preparation and 
planning. However it was evident that additional activities cause stress, and influence the time 
available for teachers to focus on planning. 
 
Similar to all the other experts, Ken talked a lot about student and teacher motivation; 
specifically how teachers can motivate students. He also focused on teachers’ English 
proficiency, and explained how he felt that these were closely connected with teachers’ 
attitudes towards teaching in English using communicative methods. Finally, he joined the 
other experts in focusing on how school and student level could be major factors that 
influence how teachers teach English and the context of the teaching environment. Ken 
introduced examples about how seminars could push teachers towards rejecting CLT, which 
supported Riho’s example of a similar situation.  
 
4.2 Thematic analysis of the first expert interviews 
 
The previous section summarized key ideas from each of the first interviews with the six 
experts. As explained in Chapter 3, theoretical thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was 
used to code and analyse the interviews to identify challenges experienced by high school 
English teachers (see Section 3.2.6, Table 4). To review, the thematic analysis followed six 
steps from (1) familiarization with the data; (2) coding; (3) searching for themes; (4) 
reviewing themes; (5) defining themes and dimensions; and (6) generating a report with 
examples.  
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The following section introduces initial key findings from the interviews, that is, findings 
from the first three steps of the thematic analysis, and discusses how these relate to the 
research questions of the study. Section 4.2.2 introduces the dimensions of teacher challenge 
identified during the review of themes and generation of dimensions of teacher challenge.   
 
4.2.1 Key findings and initial themes 
 
Thematic analysis involves identifying repeated patterns of meaning across the data set. This 
section introduces key initial themes and findings from the interviews. It discusses how these 
relate to the research questions of this study, that is, how findings relate to JTE self-efficacy 
for teaching English (the primary research question) or factors associated with stronger or 
weaker teacher efficacy beliefs (sub-questions 1 - 4).  
 
The interview recordings and transcripts were reviewed. Codes for challenges were generated 
and tagged in the transcripts, mastery and vicarious experiences were noted, and common 
themes were developed. The codes varied from challenges in the classroom (manage 
activities, use technology, maintain discipline), to challenges outside the classroom (choose 
materials, develop tests, develop materials, prepare, balance responsibilities), with challenges 
related to students (encourage motivation, build relationships) and colleagues (gain respect, 
coordinate materials). This following section introduces key initial findings.  
  
Teachers’ workload 
 
Clearly, JTEs are required to engage in a number of non-teaching duties. This has been 
suggested in other studies (O'Donnell, 2005; Sakui, 2004), and the first expert interviews 
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suggested that this factor affects teachers’ beliefs about their role, and practice as English 
teachers. The wide variety of non-teaching duties, and time that JTEs spend on them, was an 
important factor that arose in the interviews, and may shape teachers’ decisions (Borg, 2003). 
Saki, Riho, Yuri, Maki, and Ken each gave different examples about how important 
administrative duties or club activities are for JTEs. Finally, Ken’s account of his daily 
routine confirmed how long the days are for teachers. As introduced in Section 4.1.6, Ken’s 
daily routine involved him leaving house at approximately 6 am in the morning, and not 
returning until approximately 12 am. He showed frustration about how the challenge of 
balancing responsibilities affected him as a teacher, explaining that teachers sometimes did 
not have enough time to focus on their students’ learning. 
 
The examples from the interviews cited by the experts suggest that workload could be a key 
factor affecting teacher self-efficacy. Accordingly, the demographic items needed to reflect 
the different types of administrative or club duties, and their demands on teacher time, in 
order to investigate whether this factor is significantly correlated with JTE self-efficacy 
beliefs for teaching (i.e., research sub-question 4). Section 4.3.2 explains how the 
demographic items were edited and reviewed to investigate this factor. 
  
School and student level 
 
Nishino (2009) found that the type of school (academic or vocational) did not have a 
significant correlation with teachers’ beliefs about CLT. However, a key finding from the 
interviews with the experts was the academic level of schools may affect teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs for teaching English. Taka suggested that teaching English was easier at 
schools with higher academic rankings, due to higher student level. Riho suggested that 
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higher-ranked schools had better discipline, which provided teachers with a better 
environment for encouraging communicative activities. Ken discussed how school level and 
teachers’ perceptions of student level could lead to teacher rejection of CLT. He suggested 
that teachers from lower ranked schools may reject techniques or ideas they observe in his 
classes during observations, because teachers judge their students to be too poor at English. 
Accordingly teacher perceptions of ‘student-related conditions’ (Nishino, 2009) may be 
influenced by school level. 
 
The implication from the interviews was that the level of the students or level of the school 
was a key factor that may influence teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for teaching English. Taka 
summed up this issue when he discussed the initial demographic items. He explained that 
considering the level of school in terms of hensachi (academic level) is more important than 
the type of school. Accordingly, demographic items were reviewed to reflect academic level 
(as explained in Section 4.1.8) by investigating the hensachi of participants’ schools, in order 
to identify whether there is a correlation between school level and JTE self-efficacy beliefs 
(i.e., research sub-question 4).  
 
Ken, Riho, and Saki also discussed school level as a challenge; Saki explained that 
maintaining motivation is a challenge for teachers if they work at lower level schools for a 
long time. Saki suggested that motivation might fall with years of experience. This challenge 
was coded as ‘maintain motivation’, and would later be grouped with other ‘coping’ 
challenges for teachers. Ken and Riho also talked about school and student level with respect 
to discipline. They suggested that at lower level schools, disruptive behaviour and lower 
student motivation are challenges for JTEs. Riho explained how teachers at workshops often 
suggest that dealing with discipline affects teaching and learning time, reducing their ability 
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to cover lesson materials. These challenges were coded as ‘maintain discipline’ and were then 
grouped with other classroom challenges for teachers. These codes would be grouped into 
themes and dimensions that would inform the development of teacher efficacy beliefs items 
(i.e., the primary research question), as explained in Section 4.1.9.  
 
Teamwork and leadership 
 
Another key issue was the challenge of working with teams. It was clear that this was a key, 
but complex, issue with positive and negative examples from the experts. As explained in the 
following section (4.1.8), challenges related to teamwork were divided into individual and 
group challenges after reviewing other studies related to teacher collaboration and teamwork. 
Maki, Yuri, and Taka talked about the importance of leadership and support for teachers. 
Maki suggested that teamwork (i.e., sharing resources, working together to develop curricula) 
were important for change, while Yuri and Taka focused on the importance of leadership for 
driving change. However, other experts talked about the negative influence of teaching teams, 
how teacher groups and schools have their own culture which shapes practice (Sato & 
Kleinsasser, 2004) and reinforces existing practice. Riho explained how teachers are 
acculturated to following the group, even if they have different beliefs. Specifically, Saki and 
Riho related examples from their time as novice teachers. Saki talked about the challenge of 
helping novice teachers with questions about teaching. She referred to the new Course of 
Study and expressed her frustration about how her supervising teacher had not provided 
sufficient support. Riho talked about how peer pressure from senior teachers had affected her 
as a trainee teacher, and how the pressure to ‘fit in’ with accepted practice challenged her to 
abandon teaching communicatively. As discussed in Section 4.1.2, Riho explained that more 
experienced teachers felt her lessons were too communicative, and not focused on helping 
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students to enter universities. Specifically she mentioned that teachers of other subjects (i.e., 
not English teachers), observed her lessons and commented on how her teaching was not 
appropriate for preparing students,  
You aren’t really helping them because your focus is too much on 
communication. You aren’t really touching the grammar aspects or vocabulary 
aspects that students should – should be learning.’ But I – I was planning my 
lesson to include those things too  
 
Saki talked about her different experiences with a supportive group versus an unsupportive 
teaching team, and explained that a key challenge for her has been working together with her 
team. She explained that she felt rejected by her team and lost confidence when working with 
a team she perceived to be unsupportive. Clearly, Saki’s individual beliefs were affected by 
her experience with her team. Yuri also talked how working with a successful team had 
helped her confidence. This suggested that self-efficacy beliefs might be more strongly 
related to in-group experiences for JTEs, as suggested by Klassen et al. (2011).  
 
Feedback and support from colleagues, administrators, and parents (Bandura, 1997) has been 
suggested as examples of social persuasion (i.e., developing self-efficacy beliefs) and the 
expert interviews suggest that social persuasion may be a strong source of efficacy beliefs for 
JTEs, as suggested by Klassen et al. (2011). Furthermore, the interviews suggested that the in-
group experience renders some challenges as collective rather than individual (i.e. the 
challenge itself is one faced by the group). Ken helped to make this issue clear when he talked 
about the challenge of cooperation for teachers as a group, where success is not necessarily 
individual. He explained about how courses and teaching are organized,  
Usually, two or three teachers are in charge of one subject. So... we should use 
the same worksheet, or we should use the same way to teach, like, lessons. 
Like, lesson one, we’re gonna have discussion, or lesson two, we will have 
debate. We should have the same, like, procedure to teach English. So, 
cooperate[sic] with other teachers is very important. 
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Accordingly, a number of challenges identified in the interviews were coded as ‘team’ 
challenges. In the interviews, such team challenges were often introduced using ‘we’ rather 
than ‘I’. For example, Yuri talked about curricula reform at a school where she used to work, 
“we had that program, we had to work together, of course... to carry out the... reach the big 
goal”. Activities were coded using the tags ‘share ideas’, ‘teach collaboratively’, ‘work 
together’, ‘coordinate lessons’, and ‘receive support’. These challenges were strongly 
represented in the interview data and suggested that teamwork and the challenge of working 
in teams are key challenges for JTEs. As explained in the following section, these codes 
would be grouped into themes and dimensions of teacher challenge, then used to inform the 
development of teacher efficacy beliefs items (i.e., the primary research question), as 
explained in Section 4.1.9.  
 
JTE learning and training experiences 
 
The experts’ perceived teacher beliefs and practices as reflections of their past learning and 
teaching experiences. Teacher language proficiency, experiences studying English, and 
experiences studying language teaching were key issues that arose.  
 
Nishino (2009) suggested that the language proficiency of JTEs may be a factor influencing 
their teacher beliefs and practices. These results provide support for her view. All six experts 
suggested that English proficiency is a major challenge and a factor that influences teachers’ 
confidence to teach in English (i.e., research sub-question 2). Taka suggested that “for many 
teachers, their English ability is not good enough to, uh, teach English in English”. He 
explained that ‘pride’ might also affect teachers’ use of English in class and influence their 
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confidence to teach. As explained in Section 4.1.3, he compared the situation for English 
teachers with teachers of other subjects. He suggested that as soon as an English teacher starts 
speaking in English, people around them (especially students) can judge the teachers’ ability 
as a ‘user’ (Edge, 1988) of English. On the other hand, Taka suggested it is more difficult for 
others to judge the teacher’s knowledge in other subjects such as social science. It was clear 
that teacher proficiency (i.e., research sub-question 2) and teacher confidence to use English 
were key issues. The extent to which teachers perceive their experiences using English to 
teach (i.e., research sub-question 3) as successful mastery experiences was discussed by Saki, 
who explained that using English with students is the key challenge of the new Course of 
Study. She suggested that “It’s just too much pressure”, and this indicated that a factor 
influencing JTE self-efficacy for teaching English is experience teaching in English (i.e., 
research sub-question 3).  
  
Education and training was a key issue raised by the experts. Maki, Taka, Riho, Ken, and 
Yuri talked about how this issue may influence teacher beliefs and practice. Ken discussed 
how older, more experienced teachers had learned English by focusing on grammar 
knowledge and vocabulary study. As discussed in Section 4.1.7, Ken suggested that these 
teachers see themselves as successful learners; they understand English and did not study it 
using communicative means. Such teachers are likely to be confident about exam preparation 
and developing student linguistic knowledge. In contrast, younger, less experienced teachers 
may be more likely to have learned English via CLT or studied about CLT. Research has 
shown that teachers are likely to be influenced by the ways in which they learned as students 
(Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Lortie, 1975; Spooner‐Lane, Tangen, & Campbell, 2009). Findings 
provide support for this relationship, and suggest that JTE teacher efficacy beliefs for CLT 
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may be related to previous teaching experience (i.e., research sub-question 1) and previous 
experiences as learners (i.e., research sub-question 4). 
 
Yuri also related learning experiences to teaching. Yuri indicated that ‘noisy’ classrooms 
were seen as a sign of “problem students” and that communicative activities were perceived 
as ‘games’ by older teachers. Riho talked about her experience giving seminars with teachers, 
and suggested that English proficiency and limited experience learning in English are 
problems that may influence teachers’ confidence to use and teach English. Riho focused on 
pre-service training and stated very clearly that many teachers are not adequately prepared to 
become English language teachers. She talked about how training develops teacher 
knowledge about education and morality, but does not prepare them for engaging students in 
learning English in the classroom. She concluded “if that’s the only way that they have 
learned the language, how can you expect those teachers to teach English in different way?” 
Findings provide support for previous studies (Li, 1998; Littlewood, 2007) that have shown 
misconceptions about CLT, particular for teachers from cultures that have emphasized 
teacher-fronted instruction for language knowledge (Takanashi, 2004). 
 
In summary, one implication from the expert interviews was that teachers may not teach in 
ways other than how they were trained (or learned). As discussed above, findings suggest the 
influence of the ‘apprenticeship of observation’ (Lortie, 1975) and a reliance on practices 
informed by perceptions of successful learning experiences (Nagatomo, 2011). Accordingly, 
experts suggested that training experience is a factor that may influence JTE self-efficacy for 
teaching (i.e., research sub-question 4). Experiences that the experts discussed were used to 
review the demographic items about learning and training experiences. Taka, Ken, and Riho 
suggested that the university major of teachers might be an influence, while Saki and Maki 
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talked about the value of enactive vicarious experiences by observing CLT or attending 
seminars. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) have suggested that mastery and 
vicarious experiences are important for the development of self-efficacy beliefs for teaching. 
Accordingly, the development of teacher efficacy beliefs may be influenced by individuals’ 
interpretations of their successful experiences as a learner, trainee, or teacher (mastery 
experiences), and observations of other teachers as models (vicarious experiences). 
Demographic items were reviewed (see Section 4.3.2) to investigate the learning experiences 
of participants, in order to identify whether there is a correlation between different learning 
and training experiences and JTE self-efficacy beliefs (i.e., research sub-question 4). 
 
Summary of initial findings 
 
This section has briefly outlined the scope of the codes that were used in the first expert 
interviews, and discussed the initial key findings from the first three steps of the theoretical 
thematic analysis. The first expert interviews provided a wide range of issues for JTEs, which 
were analysed to identify dimensions of challenge (i.e., informing the primary research 
question). The interviews also provided details and examples of factors that may influence 
JTE self-efficacy beliefs, specifically individual factors such as English proficiency, and 
education and training experiences (research sub-questions 1-4). Furthermore, the interviews 
helped in the development of contextual factors such as school and student level. The 
following section addresses the final steps of the thematic analysis. It introduces the themes 
and dimensions of teacher challenge identified from the expert interviews. 
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4.2.2 Dimensions of teacher challenge 
 
In the final step of the thematic analysis, themes were reviewed, defined and named, then a 
report was produced with examples for each theme and dimension. A map of the dimensions 
was created by grouping challenges, which was used to generate final names and definitions 
for the themes and dimensions. The dimensions were then used to revise and create new items 
for the next stage of the research (discussed in Section 4.3). This section introduces the eight 
dimensions, themes within each dimension, and provides examples from the six expert 
interviews.  
 
Six of the dimensions identified in the thematic analysis were focused on tasks and challenges 
for teachers as individuals, one dimension identified challenges for teachers working with 
others, and one identified challenges for groups such as teacher teams, departments, and 
schools. As a result, seven individual dimensions of teacher challenge and one collective 
teacher challenge dimension are introduced in this section. The individual dimensions 
identified were Classroom Management, Student Engagement, Instructional Strategies, 
Content Knowledge, Student Performance, Coping with Workload, and Working with 
Colleagues. The collective dimension of challenges is referred to as Team Efficacy. The 
following subsections provide more detail about each of the dimensions of teacher challenge. 
 
Classroom Management 
 
This dimension focused on the classroom and students as a group. It grouped themes about 
challenges for teachers in managing their classroom equipment, and their management of the 
class as a group. Three ‘themes’ were identified in this dimension: (1) Management, (2) 
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Technology, and (3) Discipline. Table 11 shows examples for each theme from the 
interviews.  
 
Table 11. Themes and examples from Classroom Management 
Theme Expert: Example 
Management  Taka: Well, I don’t particularly like the word ‘supervise’, but I – I think they (teachers) need to facilitate (learning) 
Technology 
 
Yuri: I don’t feel confident in using…computers, or internet… to, uh, improve our 
teaching style, using internet, using other technology is a must  
Discipline 
 
 
Ken: they have 50 minute class, but first 10 minutes, like, have the students to sit 
down in the chair…So they spend, the most of time… for discipline  
 
Riho: [teachers say] ‘rather than teaching English, I have to first of all make sure 
that everybody’s sitting in their right seat’  
 
Student Engagement 
 
Student Engagement centered on students; their motivation, level, and willingness to learn. It 
reflected challenges that teachers face in developing relationships with students, helping or 
developing student motivation, responding to the level of students, and encouraging 
participation or willingness. Table 12 shows examples for each theme from the interviews.  
 
Table 12. Themes and examples from Student Engagement 
Theme Expert: Example 
Relationships 
 
Taka: I feel that some teachers find it difficult to relate themselves to their students 
 
Yuri: I try to help students to have, um, feel easy to talk with me or with English 
teachers 
Willingness 
 
Ken: that girl… doesn’t try to communicate with other people, so she is like, like, 
super silent in the classroom, and even if I say ‘start’… but she – she doesn’t 
respond. Sometimes that happens  
Motivation 
 
Taka: their English skills are minimum… it’s really difficult to let them use 
English in class… unless the contents are so, you know, interesting for them  
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Instructional Strategies 
 
This dimension focused on teacher skill and teacher strategies related to English instruction, 
such as implementing CLT, choosing and developing materials, and using different ways to 
teach different students. There were three ‘themes’ and a number of subthemes in this 
dimension: (1) Implementation, which included the pace of classrooms and the use of 
textbooks and other materials; (2) Development, which included choosing textbooks, making 
materials, and developing tests; and (3) Differences, which focused on how teachers 
responded to learners with different needs. Table 13 shows examples for each theme from the 
interviews.  
 
Table 13. Themes and examples from Instructional Strategies 
Theme Expert: Example 
Implementation 
 
 
 
Maki: [Regarding CLT] actually, it depends on the teacher. So, teacher’s ability 
can affect… how good they can do (it) 
 
Saki: It’s impossible… if we try to do some tasks in English, it takes so much 
time, and then we can’t get a – enough part for the examinations. That’s always 
the problem 
Development 
 
 
Maki: to make the special handouts… it requires a kind of… technical skills  
 
Riho: they want something that can kind of, um, fascinate their students. Like by 
using some visual aids or some other extra information that can…attract 
students’ intellectual curiosity 
Differences 
 
 
Maki: teacher have difficulty to…fill in the gap between students… they need to 
give, good students… higher level activities, and then at the same times they 
need to give… good material for the students who are not good at it 
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Content Knowledge 
 
Content Knowledge reflects knowledge and ability that teachers have related to English, that 
is, their awareness of English. The dimension grouped understanding and knowledge of 
English for teaching, along with English ability for teaching and communication. There were 
two ‘themes’: (1) English, which included communicative ability, teacher talk, personal 
motivation, and ongoing training; and (2) Pedagogy, which focused on knowledge about 
language learning theory. Table 14 shows examples for each theme from the interviews.  
 
Table 14. Themes and examples from Content Knowledge 
Theme Expert: Example 
English 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Saki: We got a new ALT from the States… other teachers… English teachers 
ask me to ask him something... It seems they don’t feel so comfortable when 
they talk to him  
 
Taka: compared with, for instance, Japanese or social sciences, once English 
teachers start speaking English, it’s obvious to everybody - including the 
students - how high your English level is. So that, of course, they have a face, 
you know, they have a pride  
 
Riho: I heard one story recently from a person who used to be an ALT. He was 
completely isolated among, even among the English teachers’ group… because 
no one wanted to communicate with him  
 
Maki: in case of English teachers, they have to, uh, train by themselves… that’s 
the - a different from other subjects  
Pedagogy 
 
 
 
 
 
Riho: they’re just simply not ready to become a language teachers. They know 
education law… they know how to teach based on their own experience of going 
through entrance exams… But, if that’s the only way that they have learned the 
language, how can you expect those teachers to teach English in different way?  
 
Yuri: if we do some communicative activities, some teachers still… think that 
just a game…that is from their lack of understanding of teaching methods 
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Student Performance 
 
This dimension primarily focused on learning outcomes, that is, university exams and student 
learning. The key verb used to group codes together centered on ‘helping’ students to reach 
levels of achievement: parents expectations, exam results, and language proficiency. There 
were three ‘themes’: (1) Support, which focused on homework and advice; (2) Proficiency, 
which was concerned with communicative competence and student language ability; and (3) 
Exams, which focused on tests and university examinations. Table 15 provides examples for 
each theme from the interviews.  
 
Table 15. Themes and examples from Student Performance 
Theme Expert: Example 
Support 
 
Yuri: When everything is finished… we find it is already four o’clock in the 
evening… and after that, some students come to ask… for some advice, their, uh, 
task or homework  
Proficiency 
 
 
Taka: English teachers have to kill two birds with one stone. Uh, that is, to help – 
help students improve their communicative competency, and then secondly, they 
have to help them pass the entrance examinations. And a lot of teachers think these 
are two different – completely different things  
Exams 
 
Maki: the main thing they need to use English… offer the situation using English 
for students is – is good thing…But, uh, they just…worry about the examination – 
university examination 
 
Coping with Workload 
 
Coping with Workload centered on the challenges that teachers face as professionals, and their 
capability to manage constraints and cope with the responsibilities and expectations. The two 
final ‘themes’ were based on a number of subthemes: (1) Responsibilities, which focused on 
the requirement for teachers to balance different teaching and non-teaching duties, and have 
effective time management skill; and (2) Change, which grouped together subthemes related 
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to maintaining motivation as they move schools, dealing with curriculum change, and 
following the Course of Study. Table 16 shows examples for each theme.  
 
Table 16. Themes and examples from Coping with Workload 
Theme Expert: Example 
Responsibilities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ken: I think many English teachers wants to… concentrate on, like, teaching 
English, of course. But… we have so many things to do, like, other than English 
classes. Like club activity, or making the curriculum, or, uh, making tests 
 
Maki: when I involve in the, career department for students’ career, called 
shinro-shidou, and then I need to…spend much time on that. For example, uh, 
when I was in charge of the third grade students, then we need to spend much 
time on the administration 
 
Ken: I still have the feeling that I always have to do more things except, uh, 
teaching itself… I was the one who has to be in charge of… student teacher 
program…it start from the beginning of the year till the end. So I – it’s really 
hard to get a good balance of teaching itself and other jobs  
 
Saki: sometimes we can’t have enough time to prepare the English lessons  
Change 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Riho: it’s still important they keep learning those things and find an opportunity 
to be able to do that kind of thing… teachers have lots of pressure from lots of 
different angles  
 
Saki: motivation for teaching... it appeared that they lost their motivation for 
teaching… and then now, they…come to the school where we can actually 
teach. But now, their motivation is – seems to be going  
 
Saki: We have to do this… no matter how different the situation is for each 
student – each teacher. But it [new COS] says, ‘Okay, English classes should be 
in English.’ That’s what it says. And then, in [my area], there is… like 100 high 
schools… And then from the top to the down... only one course guideline  
 
 
Working with Colleagues 
 
Teamwork was a key finding from the first expert interviews. In Saki’s interview, she talked 
about how her confidence had changed from one year to the next, as she moved from one 
school to the next. She talked about peer pressure at the first school, which prevented her 
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from working with her colleagues or sharing ideas. However, after changing schools 
explained that she was more confident to share with other teachers, based on the feedback and 
support she received. This dimension focuses on individual teachers’ interactions with their 
colleagues and grouped challenges for teachers related to working with others. There were 
three ‘themes’ within this dimension: (1) Collaboration, which looked at the challenge for 
teachers of cooperating with other teachers; (2) Teaching, which focused on working with 
ALTs in class; and (3) Respect, which was about the relationship between colleagues. Table 
17 shows examples for each theme from the interviews.  
 
Table 17. Themes and examples from Working with Colleagues 
Theme Expert: Example 
Collaboration Saki: [We must] work together. And then, in that session, I – I just lost my confident. Like, I can’t do anything in this environment 
Teaching Ken: [colleagues] don’t want to have lesson together… with ALT 
Respect 
Take: he or she should be liked by other [laughing] teachers… That’s really 
important… if they are not respected or liked… things… will not get, you 
know, for the better 
 
 
Team Efficacy 
 
This dimension is focused on the school, department, and teams that JTEs belong to, that is, 
the challenges that teams deal with together. The expert interviews showed that a key aspect 
of change related to the leadership of the teaching team or school. The interviews showed that 
the experts saw the challenges of achieving change, implementing CLT, or teaching English 
in English as both individual and team outcomes. Table 18 shows examples for each theme 
from the interviews.  
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Table 18. Team Efficacy 
Theme Expert: Example 
Teamwork 
Yuri: especially at high schools… teachers don’t share their ideas. Don’t want 
to share their ideas. They really like to stick to his or her own idea or method 
and they never – they don’t want to listen to others, or they don’t want to, uh, 
discuss, uh, teaching styles  
 
Taka: they avoid debating those controversial issues with other teachers because 
they think that it’s not worthwhile, discussing those issues because they tend to 
think that it’ll be impossible to come up with a consensus among the teachers 
(Taka) 
 
Ken: two years ago, in my high school, there is one teacher who is not, 
like...like, cooperative… Like, in my high school, we will share our worksheet 
and share test so student will take same lessons and same tests… He used his 
original test. And we cannot, like, keep the same level of the class.  
Leadership 
Taka: If a school principal supports English teachers who are going to try to 
change their teaching methods, then things will be quite different. You know, 
because even capable teachers are kind of afraid of the result. Uh, entrance 
examinations especially. And if the school principal supports, you know, 
‘That’s okay, you can go out and do it.’ You know, ‘I’ll take the responsibility, 
so whatever you like to do, do it!’ Then, the story will be totally different  
 
Riho: when I went into the training program to become a teacher… went back 
to my senior high school, and there are some supportive - supportive teachers… 
who are much older than me. But majority of them were looking at me and 
saying to me, ‘Can you actually cover what you are supposed to cover by doing 
this?’  
 
 
This dimension was different to the Working with Colleagues dimension, discussed in the 
previous section, because it focused on the challenge for the teaching team, rather than the 
individual teacher. It deals with the challenges for teams related to communicating ideas, 
working effectively, and receiving support. There were two ‘themes’ within this dimension: 
(1) Teamwork, which looked at the groups’ capability to effective work together and 
coordinate teaching; and (2) Leadership, which focused on leadership and support. 
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4.2.3 Section summary 
 
This section has presented the results of the thematic analysis carried out on the first expert 
interviews. The theoretical thematic analysis involved searching for repeating patterns of 
meaning across the data set (Braun & Clarke, 2006), and was used to identify eight 
dimensions of teacher challenge in the JTE context. The following section shows how the 
findings from the thematic analysis were used to review initial JTE-TES and demographic 
items and develop new items for evaluation by the experts in the second interviews. 
 
4.3 Teacher efficacy and demographic items for translation 
 
The thematic analysis of the interviews focused on understanding the different problems that 
teachers face, and identifying dimensions of teacher challenge. Efficacy scales require context 
specificity, with tasks focused on confidence to attain specific outcomes or goals with respect 
to different challenges (Bandura, 2006). The dimensions identified in the thematic analysis 
were next used to revise and develop teacher efficacy items for translation into Japanese. 
 
4.3.1 Teacher efficacy items 
 
This section introduces the individual and collective teacher efficacy beliefs items that were 
developed for translation into Japanese. The translated items were then used for the second 
expert interviews (discussed in Section 4.2). Preliminary items were analysed for removal or 
review, based on the comments of the experts. Four items were removed as they were judged 
as irrelevant or too general. The four removed items are shown in Table 19, with the source 
from which that the item was adapted. 
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Table 19. Items removed after the first expert interviews 
Items Adapted from Expert(s) 
How confident are you that you can...   
assist families in helping their children do well in English? TSES 
Riho 
Saki 
Ken 
encourage your students to take control of their learning? Nishino Riho 
implement alternative strategies in your classroom? TSES Riho 
write a personal letter to a pen pal from another country in 
English? FLTES Maki 
 
 
Two items were questioned by the experts as being difficult to understand: ‘how confident are 
you that you can provide student-centered lessons?’, and ‘how confident are you that you can 
establish a classroom management system in your English classes?’.  However, these items 
were kept for translation, so that the experts could analyse the translated version in the second 
interview.  
 
Next, the preliminary items from other studies were mapped onto the eight dimensions of 
teacher challenge identified in the thematic analysis. Ten items were used without change, 
and the experts’ comments and codes from the interviews were used to review 15 items. Table 
20 shows the original and revised items, with the source that the original item was adapted 
from. 
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Table 20. Reviewed items after the first expert interview 
Original item Adapted from Revised item for translation 
How confident are you that you can: 
control disruptive behaviour in your 
classroom? TSES 
control disruptive behaviour in your 
English classes? In English? In Japanese?  
craft communicative activities for 
your students? TSES 
develop communicative activities for your 
students? 
get your students to follow 
classroom rules? TSES 
get students to follow classroom rules in 
your English classes? In English? In 
Japanese? 
calm a student who is disruptive or 
noisy? TSES 
calm a student in your English class who 
is disruptive or noisy? In English? In 
Japanese? 
establish a classroom management 
system in your classes? TSES 
establish a classroom management system 
in your English classes? In English? In 
Japanese? 
use a variety of strategies for 
assessing your students’ English? TSES 
develop appropriate assessments for 
evaluating your students’ English ability? 
provide alternative explanations or 
examples when your students are 
confused about English problems? 
TSES 
provide information and explanations to 
students when they are confused, using 
language appropriate to their level? In 
English? In Japanese? 
have a conversation with a native 
English speaker? FLTES 
use English to have a conversation with an 
ALT?  
increase students’ English 
proficiency? FLTES 
help students to increase their English 
proficiency? 
help your students pass university 
entrance tests? FLTES 
help your students develop English skills 
to pass university entrance tests? 
supervise the classroom adequately 
when students are doing pair work or 
group work? 
Nishino 
manage the classroom adequately when 
students are doing pair work or group 
work? In English? _______ In Japanese? 
______ 
implement and facilitate 
communicative activities in your 
classroom? 
Nishino 
implement and facilitate communicative 
activities in your classroom? In English? 
In Japanese? 
give clear instructions to your 
students in English? Nishino 
give clear instructions to students? In 
English? In Japanese? 
use MEXT authorized textbooks to 
teach English communicatively? Nishino 
use textbooks and supplementary 
activities to teach English 
communicatively? In English? In 
Japanese? 
provide student-centered lessons? Nishino provide student-centered lessons? In English? In Japanese? 
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The codes from the thematic analysis and examples from the interviews were then used to 
develop 34 new items for translation. Table 21 shows examples for six new items that were 
developed from the thematic analysis, with the code and examples from the expert interviews. 
For a full list of items developed after the first expert panel interviews, see Appendix D. 
 
Table 21. Examples of new items developed following the first expert interviews 
New item Code  Example from interview 
How confident are you that you can 
use English to communicate 
with your students? 
Use English 
 
to use... effective teacher talk in your classroom  
(Riho) 
maintain and improve your 
English ability? 
 
Develop 
Skills 
 
they studied at university and then they can spend 
their knowledge. Of course, there are some new 
things, but, uh...But in case of English teachers, 
they have to, uh, train by themselves. Always. So, 
that’s the – a different from other subjects (Maki) 
developing teaching 
materials collaboratively? 
Work 
together 
the whole department should sit down and discuss 
learning outcomes, syllabi, and standardized 
teaching methods and come up with standardized 
methods and laws, and so forth (Taka) 
teach according to the 
Course of Study? In English? 
In Japanese? 
Follow COS 
We have to do this, do this... no matter how 
different the situation is... from the top to the down. 
And there (is) only one course guideline (Saki) 
adequately prepare for your 
classes? Prepare 
So, sometimes we can’t have enough time to 
prepare the English lessons... I believe we can 
make, like, more... effective class if we have more 
time to think about it... And – and always, I feel 
like, ah, I should have done, like this, or like this. 
After the class (Ken) 
use technology effectively in 
your lessons? (when possible 
and appropriate) 
Use 
Technology 
these days, uh, especially for me, I don’t feel 
confident in using the, uh, computers, or internet. I 
often use it, but I want to have more confidence in 
using such technology... because I believe to, uh, 
improve our teaching style, using internet, using 
other technology is a must (Yuri) 
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Challenges related to coping, instructional decisions, and collective efficacy were identified in 
the thematic analysis. As discussed in Section 4.1.8, examples from research literature (R. 
Goddard et al., 2000, 2004; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007) were used to develop new items for 
the dimensions of Coping with Workload and Team Efficacy. Table 22 shows examples for 
four new items that were informed by Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s (2007) teacher strain and 
collective efficacy items, with examples from the expert interviews.  
 
Table 22. Examples of new items informed by other studies 
New item Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) item Example from interview 
How confident are you that you can... 
find adequate solutions 
to conflicts with other 
teachers about teaching 
ideas or materials? 
find adequate solutions to 
conflicts of interest with other 
teachers? 
 I suggested he do this or that, but he 
says, ‘No...the research on the internet 
says this...So, I don’t think so.’ (But I 
think) ‘No. You should – you must 
have the real experience’ (Yuri) 
cooperate effectively 
and constructively with 
other teachers, for 
example, in team 
teaching? 
cooperate effectively and 
constructively with other 
teachers, for example, in 
teaching teams? 
they don’t want to have lesson 
together, like, with ALT. I think they – 
they don’t have, like, much 
confidence. (Ken) 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ school’s capability to: 
respond to changes in 
the Course of Study? 
Teachers at this school succeed 
in teaching math and language 
skills even to low-ability 
pupils 
they are moving they – they’re 
working in group... they have to share 
the same test among the group, like 
end of semester test, or mid-semester 
test... if they are not following the 
same – the same format of teaching, 
you can’t really use... the test that has 
been developed among the group. So – 
so as a result, you kind of have to 
follow what other teachers are doing 
(Riho)  
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Table 22 cont. Examples of new items informed by other studies 
New item Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) item Example from interview 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ school’s capability to: 
support each other to 
develop new skills? 
As teachers of this school, we 
handle conflicts constructively 
because we work as a team 
I was scared to be judged... I tried to 
do that without noticing – without 
them noticing me... but this year, it’s 
totally different... And then, the other 
teacher says, “Oh, this is great. Can I 
do that?” Those – those, um, 
environment is very important for me. 
Like, I feel I am needed. (Saki) 
 
 
Finally, the items were organized for translation and use in the second expert interviews. 
Table 23 shows the 60 items developed from the results of the thematic analysis for 
translation and use in the second interviews. 
 
 
Table 23. Teacher-efficacy belief items for translation 
 
  
Dimension Items How confident are you that you can: 
Classroom Management 
 
 
This dimension is primarily 
focused on aspects related to the 
operation and management of the 
classroom space and student group 
(i.e., discipline, facilitation, use of 
technology) 
 
 
 give clear instructions to students? (In English? In -
Japanese?) 
 manage the classroom adequately when students are -
doing pair work or group work? (In English? In 
Japanese?) 
 get students to follow classroom rules in your English -
classes? (In English? In Japanese?) 
 calm a student in your English class who is disruptive -
or noisy? (In English? In Japanese?) 
 control disruptive behaviour in your English classes? -
(In English? In Japanese?) 
 establish a classroom management system in your -
English classes? (In English? In Japanese?) 
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Table 23 cont. Teacher-efficacy belief items for translation 
 
Dimension Items How confident are you that you can: 
Student Engagement 
 
This dimension is primarily 
focused on individual students 
(i.e., their motivation, level, and 
willingness to learn) 
 
 
 build effective relationships with your students? (In -
English? In Japanese?) 
 help students who have low willingness to -
communicate in English? (In English? In Japanese?)  
 provide activities in which your students can enjoy -
communicating in English?  
 motivate students who show low interest in learning -
English?  
 get students to believe they can do well in learning -
English?  
 help your students value learning English? -
 
Instructional Strategies 
 
This dimension is primarily 
focused on teacher level of skill or 
ability related to classroom 
activities 
 provide student-centered lessons? (In English? In -
Japanese?)  
 implement and facilitate communicative activities in -
your classroom? (In English? In Japanese?)  
 provide information and explanations to students when -
they are confused, using language appropriate to their 
level? (In English? In Japanese?) 
 use textbooks and supplementary activities to teach -
English communicatively? (In English? In Japanese?)  
 cover the materials in the syllabus effectively? (In -
English? In Japanese?) 
 use technology effectively in your lessons? (when -
possible and appropriate) 
 choose appropriate materials for your classes?  -
 identify and access supplementary activities relevant to -
your students?  
 develop appropriate assessments for evaluating your -
students’ English ability?  
 provide activities to students with different abilities?  -
 develop communicative activities for your students?  -
 develop effective supplementary materials for your -
students? 
 apply language teaching theory in your teaching?  -
Student Performance 
 
This dimension is primarily 
focused on learning outcomes 
(i.e., university exams and student 
learning) 
 help your students learn effectively at the level you -
teach?  
 help students to increase their English proficiency?  -
 help your students to pass practice tests and semester -
exams?  
 help your students develop English skills to pass -
university entrance tests?  
 help students with questions about English? (In -
English? In Japanese?)  
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Table 23 cont. Teacher-efficacy belief items for translation 
 
  
Dimension Items How confident are you that you can: 
Content Knowledge 
 
This dimension is primarily 
focused on teacher attributes and 
knowledge (i.e., related to their 
language proficiency and 
capability to explain about 
English) 
 speak English to an acceptable level for a high school -
English teacher?  
 understand and explain English grammar to an -
acceptable level for a high school English teacher?  
 explain aspects about the culture of English speaking -
people and countries to your students? 
 adequately identify and correct your students’ -
mistakes?  
 use English to communicate with your students?  -
 use English to have a discussion with other Japanese -
English teacher colleagues?  
 use English to have a conversation with an ALT?  -
 use English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT -
 read and understand an English newspaper?  -
 understand an English movie?  -
 maintain and improve your English ability?  -
Coping with Workload 
 
This dimension is primarily 
focused on teachers’ capability to 
manage constraints and challenges 
within their professional context 
 balance your teaching, administration, and club -
responsibilities?  
 manage your time in order to complete all required -
duties?  
 adequately prepare for your classes?  -
 develop new teaching skills?  -
 meet the expectations of students’ families?  -
 maintain your motivation to teach English?  -
 teach according to the Course of Study? (In English? In -
Japanese?) 
 teach English using instructional methods that would -
not be your choice? (In English? In Japanese?) 
Working with Colleagues 
 
This dimension is focused on 
teachers’ interactions with their 
colleagues. 
 share teaching ideas and materials with colleagues?  -
 find adequate solutions to conflicts with other teachers -
about teaching ideas or materials? 
 cooperate effectively and constructively with other -
teachers, for example, in team teaching? 
 gain the respect of your colleagues? -
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Table 23 cont. Teacher-efficacy belief items for translation 
 
 
4.3.2 Demographic items 
 
A number of the key ideas identified in the thematic analysis related to contextual or personal 
factors affecting teacher beliefs. These ideas were used to review and revise the demographic 
items, using specific comments and examples from the interviews.  
 
There were 24 initial demographic items presented to the experts in the first interview, and 14 
were kept without change. One item, ‘Please estimate the percentage of your students who are 
preparing to enter university’, was removed because it was considered irrelevant.  Based on 
specific comments and examples from teachers, nine items were changed (see Table 24 for an 
example). The comments from experts and the notes about contextual and personal factors 
from the thematic analysis were then used to develop nine new demographic items (see Table 
25 for three examples). Appendix H provides further examples of item demographic item 
revisions after the first expert interviews. 
 
Dimension 
Items 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ school’s 
capability to: 
Team Efficacy 
 
This dimension is focused on the 
school, department, and ‘teams’ 
that JTEs belong to, and the 
capability of the team to achieve 
outcomes 
 
 communicate ideas effectively? -
 develop teaching materials collaboratively?  -
 develop syllabi and assessments collaboratively?  -
 support each other to develop new skills? -
 implement communicative teaching approaches and -
ideas?  
 support new teachers effectively? -
 respond to changes in the Course of Study? -
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Table 24. Changes to demographic items from the first expert interviews 
Original item Changed item Example from interview 
Did you major in English at 
university? 
From the options below, please 
indicate which best describes 
your university program: 
 
Did not graduate from university 
/ Graduated with a major other 
than English / Graduated with a 
major in English Literature / 
Graduated with a major in 
English Language / Graduated 
with a major in education / 
Graduated with a major in both 
education and English 
It could be the English 
language, it could be English 
literature, and that could make 
a difference. And also, do you 
know that, uh, some 
universities have, uh, a School 
of Education? So if you’re 
student of the School of 
Education, kyoikugakubu, then, 
you have to take a lot of, uh, 
pedagogy courses. But if you 
are, for instance, a student in 
the college of literature at 
university A, maybe just one 
or two. (Taka) 
 
 
Table 25. Examples of new demographic items developed from the interviews 
New demographic item Example from interview 
Are you designated as a homeroom 
teacher? 
It doesn’t say anything about other jobs except 
teaching (Saki) 
Does your school currently have (or had 
within the last 10 years) a special 
designation? (such as a SELHi) 
Some schools have an international course or English 
course (Yuri) 
So perhaps...maybe add something to do with that… 
“Is your school a special school, or does it have special 
courses?” (Researcher) 
Please indicate the level of your school 
(in terms of hensachi) compared to other 
schools in your city or prefecture  
they categorize high schools into three different 
groups: high, intermediate, and low. And that’s more 
important than the kind of school that they’re currently 
teaching in (Taka) 
 
 
Finally, the revised list of demographic items was organized for translation. Table 26 shows 
the items developed for translation and use in the second expert interviews. 
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Table 26. Demographic items for translation 
Research Question Item for translation 
1: Teacher Experience   How many years/months have you been teaching English?  -
2: Language Proficiency 
 What is your most recent Eiken Score? -
 Please estimate your current Eiken Level. -
 What is your most recent TOEIC Score? -
3: Language of instruction  Please indicate the extent to which you use English and - Japanese as the language of instruction in your classes. 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
 
Contextual 
 
 Where is your high school?  -
 What courses are you teaching? -
 What kind of school are you currently teaching in?  -
 Please indicate the level of your school (in terms of hensachi) -
compared to other schools in your city or prefecture 
 Does your school currently have (or had within the last 10 -
years) a special designation? (such as a SELHi) 
 Please estimate the average age of teachers in your English -
department.  
 
 Are you designated as a homeroom teacher?        -
 Are you responsible for a club?          -
 To what komu bushou (administrative duties) are you -
assigned?  
 How often do you teach with an Assistant Language Teacher?	 	  -
 
Please estimate the amount of time each week you spend: 
 preparing for your English classes -
 checking and grading student work  -
 carrying out duties not related to classes, preparation, or -
grading 
 
Personal 
 
 What is your age? -
 What is your marital status? -
 What is the highest degree you have attained? -
 Have you ever studied or lived abroad? -
 Do you belong to a teachers’ association?   -
 From the options below, please indicate which best describes -
your university program: 
 
              Did not graduate from university 
Graduated with a major other than English    
              Graduated with a major in English Literature 
Graduated with a major in English Language  
              Graduated with a major in education 
Graduated with a major in both education and English 
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Table 26 cont. Demographic items for translation 
Research Question Item for translation 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
 
Personal (continued) 
 
Please indicate the extent of your experience: 
 
 studying English communicatively in classes at elementary -
school, junior high school, high school, university, or in other 
institutions?  
 studying communicative language teaching approaches and -
methodologies before becoming a teacher?  
 observing lessons using communicative language teaching -
approaches and methodologies before becoming a teacher?  
 conducting practice lessons using communicative language -
teaching approaches and methodologies before becoming a 
teacher? 
 learning about communicative language teaching approaches -
and methodologies since becoming an English teacher?  
 observing lessons using communicative language teaching -
approaches and methodologies since becoming an English 
teacher? 
 conducting practice lessons using communicative language -
teaching approaches and activities since becoming an English 
teacher?  
 
 
 
4.4 Results from the second expert cycle interviews 
 
This section introduces the results and analyses of the second expert interviews. The second 
interviews followed a structured format, using the 60 items developed after the first 
interviews as the stimulus for discussion. As explained in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.8), the six 
experts were asked to consider the linguistic, cultural, and content of each of the translated 
efficacy items, and asked them to rate each item using two scales: a three point scale for 
‘appropriateness’ and a three point ‘content’ validity scale. The experts’ rankings were the 
collated, and the ratings and expert comments were used to review JTE-TES and demographic 
items.  
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The following process was used: 
 
1. Interviews were read and reread to identify common content validity, linguistic 
validity, or cultural validity issues with the scale (discussed in Section 4.4.1) 
2. Expert ratings for items were collated into a table with ratings for appropriateness and 
content (see Appendix F) 
3. Items were firstly reviewed for ‘appropriateness’. Items with ‘unacceptable’ ratings 
were reviewed and 23 items were removed (discussed in Section 4.4.2)  
4. Key items were identified. Twenty-five items were identified using the ‘content’ 
validity ratings, with an 80% agreement threshold for use in the questionnaire (see 
Section 4.4.3) 
5. Item revision and combination. Expert ‘appropriateness’ ratings were analysed to 
identify six items for use without change, 19 items for revision (using the experts’ 
comments), and two items for combination (discussed in Section 4.4.4) 
6. Analysis of items with agreement below 80%. Seven items with 70% agreement for 
content validity were reviewed. Using the expert comments, one item was revised and 
included in the JTE-TES (see Section 4.4.5) 
7. Final review of teacher efficacy items and scale. Expert comments were used to revise 
item and scale wording (for discussion, see Section 4.4.6) 
8. Analysis and review of demographic items. An 80% agreement of expert 
‘appropriateness’ ratings for demographic items was used to identify one item for 
removal. 11 items were reviewed using expert comments (see Section 4.4.7) 
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Following revision, additions, and culling of items, there were 25 JTE-TES items and 
demographic items for use in the next stage of the study. The following sections provide more 
detail about each of the steps used for item review following the second expert interviews. 
 
4.4.1 Key findings from the second expert panel interviews 
 
The second expert interviews provided an opportunity to determine how different individuals 
judged the same item. The purpose of the interviews was to identify a set of items that were 
collaboratively viewed as ‘important’ to ‘crucial’ by the experts, indicating common cultural, 
content, and linguistic validity. In a number of cases, items were judged crucial by some 
experts, but unacceptable by others, reflecting different interpretations of the task or the focus 
of the item. The experts’ responses were collated, and these were used to review, remove, and 
combine items for use in the next stage of the study. Appendix F provides a matrix of the 
expert ratings for each item. Initial analysis of the interviews identified two common 
problems with the scale: (1) a problem with the translation of ‘can’ in a number of items from 
the forward translation; and (2) confusion about items with answers for self-efficacy for doing 
the task in English or Japanese. 
 
Linguistic validity: Translation of ‘can’ 
 
The first key issue from the second interviews concerned translation. It was clear that there 
was a problem with the forward translation of 12 items. The translation used in Japanese for 
expressing ‘can’ differed among items. Two terms had been used: dekimasu, and dekiteimasu. 
This subject was raised with the experts in the second interviews: Yuri, Maki, and Riho 
brought the issue up quickly in their second interviews, and it was discussed with the other 
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three experts during the course of the interviews. It was clear that dekimasu was perceived as 
a more appropriate means for introducing ‘can’ as relates to confidence in capability, while 
dekiteimasu was perceived as better for discussing behaviour being currently carried out. 
Maki explained “Hmm...so it’s a simple thing, but... suru koto ga dekimasu ka? (can you do 
it?) is asking the ability”, while Riho explained, “Like, are you actually doing it? If you say 
dekite imasu ka? (are you currently able to do it?) Are you doing it?” 
 
As the purpose of this project is to investigate English teachers’ confidence (i.e., capability) 
for challenges at Japanese high schools, ‘can’ is more appropriate for self-efficacy, rather than 
‘do’ or ‘currently doing’ (Bandura, 2006). In the second interview with Taka, when asked 
“the idea here should be related on capability… If we were talking about ability, which do 
you think is better?” Taka explained, that dekimasu ka included the idea of  “I can, but I’m 
not doing it” (i.e., capability) but that dekite imasu ka was focused on evaluating “whether 
you are doing” the activity itself. Accordingly, to reflect a ‘can’ construct in accordance with 
Bandura’s (2006) guidelines, all dekite imasu ka (are you doing?) items were changed to 
dekimasu ka (can you?) during the review process. 
 
Context Validity: Confusion from different levels of task 
 
Secondly, the experts helped identify content problems with items. There was common 
confusion for items that had levels of difficulty for different tasks, that is, those that asked 
whether the participant is confident to do the task in Japanese, or English. Following the first 
interview, items had been revised to also ask about different levels of difficulty (Bandura, 
2006) for tasks (i.e., confidence for doing the task in Japanese and confidence for doing the 
task in English), based on Ken’s comments (discussed in Section 4.1.6).  However, the added 
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complexity made items confusing. For example, regarding the item ‘How confident are you 
that you can give clear instructions to students?’ with two levels (In English, in Japanese), 
Maki explained that the item was not consistent, because the types of language and aspects of 
the task changed when it was considered as a task carried out in Japanese versus English. 
Accordingly, items were reviewed and levels of difficulty (i.e., in English, in Japanese) were 
removed from questions to make each item clearly focused on one task and the survey faster 
to complete for respondents.  
 
Following analysis of common linguistic, content, and cultural issues, the ratings of the 
experts for each item were used for item removal, revision, and combination. The following 
section shows the items that were removed using the expert ratings.  
 
4.4.2 Removal of items from the JTE-TES 
 
Experts’ ratings (see Appendix F) were used to select items to remain in the survey for the 
next stage of data collection. Firstly, items that did not have an 80% agreement level for 
appropriateness were removed. Seven items were removed because two or more experts rated 
them as ‘unacceptable’ (see Table 27). Next, items that one expert had rated as ‘unacceptable’ 
and one or more experts had rated ‘revise’ were reviewed, and sixteen items were removed. 
For example, the item ‘how confident are you that you can speak English to an acceptable 
level for a high school English teacher?’ was removed due to confusion about the appropriate 
translation of ‘acceptable’. Table 28 shows the sixteen items that were removed.  
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Table 27. Items rated unacceptable by two experts and removed from the JTE-TES 
Items 
How confident are you 
that you can 
Experts     Reason (Content, Cultural, Linguistic)     Example 
- build effective 
relationships with your 
students? In English? 
In Japanese? 
Saki 
Riho 
Content: Difficult to understand (i.e., the idea of ‘effective’) 
 
 I think it’s very difficult... I teach two classes for -
communication English. One is actually my homeroom 
class. And one I’m just teaching English to them. So, of 
course, the closeness is just so different. It’s really hard 
to be, like, you know, standardized (Saki) 
- provide activities to 
students with different 
abilities? 
Riho 
Saki 
Content: Irrelevant 
 
 This isn’t common so might be difficult or irrelevant -
(Riho)  
 This doesn’t usually happen in class so could be -
confusing (Saki) 
- help your students 
learn effectively at the 
level you teach? 
Riho 
Taka 
Content: Covered by another item (Item 38) 
 
 Unnecessary (Taka) -
-  help your students to 
pass practice tests and 
semester exams? 
Taka 
Maki 
Content: Covered by other items (Items 38 and 40)  
 
 Unnecessary (Taka) -
- help students with 
questions about 
English? In English? In 
Japanese? 
Taka  
Saki 
Content: Covered by another item (Item 15) 
 
 Unnecessary (Taka) -
- cooperate effectively 
and constructively with 
other teachers, for 
example, in team 
teaching? 
Saki 
Yuri 
Content: Confusing, covered by another item (Item 33) 
 
 It means, like, you can cooperate with the ALT… But -
I’m not sure how – how many teach – Japanese English 
teachers do team teaching with other Japanese English 
teachers. I rarely see, so... (Saki) 
- gain the respect of 
your colleagues? 
 
Saki 
Maki 
Yuri 
Cultural: Not appropriate 
 
 Too general…We respect people in different, from -
different views (Maki) 
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Table 28. Items rated unacceptable by one expert and removed from the JTE-TES  
Items 
How confident are you 
that you can 
Experts (Rating)    Reason (Content, Cultural, Linguistic)    Example 
- establish a classroom 
management system in 
your English classes? 
In English? In 
Japanese? 
Saki (U) 
 
Taka (R) 
Ken (R) 
Cultural: What is classroom ‘management’? 
Linguistic: ‘management’ not translated effectively 
 
 So it’s pretty much, like, you can do classes in -
English. Is that what you ask? I’m not really 
sure what it – what it asks me about (Saki) 
- get students to believe 
they can do well in 
learning English?  
Taka (U) 
 
Ken (R) 
Linguistic: Difficult to understand 
 
 Maybe the Japanese is strange… You mean, -
like ‘students’ confidence’? (Ken) 
-  help your students 
value learning English? 
Riho (U) 
 
Ken (R) 
Content: Not important 
Linguistic: Translation 
 
 I think those students who are not interested -
don’t really find the value, but they might 
study and they might enjoy learning English, 
but doesn’t necessarily mean that they value 
what they are doing (Riho) 
- cover the materials in 
the syllabus 
effectively? In 
English? In Japanese? 
Taka (U) 
All others (R) 
Content: Not valuable  
Linguistic: Translation 
 
 it’s not really a syllabus… Just... grammar -
points and ...which lesson they will cover. That 
sort of thing. (Taka) 
-  choose appropriate 
materials for your 
classes?  
 
Maki (U) 
Yuri (R) 
Riho (R) 
Content: Usually, this is not done by individuals  
 
 It may be completed by the team or imposed -
by the head teacher (Ken) 
- identify and access 
supplementary 
activities relevant to 
your students?  
Yuri (U) 
Taka (R) 
Saki (R) 
Riho (R) 
Maki (R) 
Content: Confusing and unclear 
 
 [teachers] would not know what they are asked -
about regarding the idea of ‘relevant to your 
students’ (Yuri) 
- develop effective 
supplementary 
materials for your 
students? 
Maki (U) 
Yuri (R) 
Riho (R) 
Saki (R) 
Content: Unnecessary 
 
 covered by another item (Maki) -
- apply language 
teaching theory in your 
teaching?  
Maki (U) 
Yuri (R) 
Content: Unnecessary 
 
 not necessary (Taka) -
Notes: (U) = unacceptable; (R) = revise 
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Table 28 cont. Items rated unacceptable by one expert and removed from the JTE-TES  
Items 
How confident are you 
that you can 
Experts (Rating)    Reason (Content, Cultural, Linguistic)    Example 
- speak English to an 
acceptable level for a 
high school English 
teacher?  
Yuri (U) 
Saki (R) 
Maki (R) 
 
Linguistic: Translation of ‘acceptable’ difficult to 
understand 
 
 I don’t know what (it) means (Yuri) -
 
-  understand and 
explain English 
grammar to an 
acceptable level for a 
high school English 
teacher?  
Yuri (U) 
Maki (R) 
Riho (R) 
Linguistic: Translation of ‘acceptable’  
Content: Not specific enough, measuring two concepts 
 
 It’s unclear (Yuri) -
- explain aspects about 
the culture of English 
speaking people and 
countries to your 
students? 
Yuri (U) 
Saki (R) 
Content: Confusing 
 
 Too general (Yuri) -
 Too specific and confusing that it only focuses -
on ‘English’ countries (Saki) 
- use English to have a 
discussion with other 
Japanese English 
teacher colleagues? 
Saki (U) 
Riho (R) 
Cultural: Not a common part of teachers’ language use 
 
 we don’t use English when we communicate or -
discuss (Saki) 
- read and understand 
an English newspaper?  
Riho (U) 
Yuri (R) 
Content: Too general 
 
 I can understand The Daily Yomiuri quite well, -
but New York Times, no (Yuri) 
- understand an English 
movie?  
Riho (U) 
Yuri (R) 
Content: Too general 
 
 For example, I can understand Disney movies -
quite well without, uh, subtitles (Yuri) 
- meet the expectations 
of students' families?  
Saki (U) 
Yuri (R) 
Cultural: More appropriate to ask homeroom teachers 
 
 I’m not really sure about… parents’ -
expectation for my English lessons. They are 
having high expectation for all everything, but 
it’s mostly like.. seems like... for... homeroom 
teachers (Saki) 
49. teach English using 
instructional methods 
that would not be your 
choice? In English? In 
Japanese? 
Taka (U) 
Maki (R) 
Yuri (R) 
Riho (R) 
Content: Too general  
 
 Too general. I don’t think you can get any... -
picture of what they are doing (Taka) (Taka) 
 Unclear (Maki) -
Notes: (U) = unacceptable; (R) = revise 
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4.4.3 Identifying key items for inclusion in the final JTE-TES questionnaire 
 
After removing 23 items, the remaining 37 items were reviewed. As explained in Section 
3.3.9, experts were asked to rate the ‘content’ of items. An 80% agreement threshold for 
content ratings was used to identify items that were commonly perceived as having high 
content validity. This meant that items with content ratings between 15 and 18 were accepted 
for further revision or acceptance. Twenty-five items met these criteria.  
 
Experts’ ratings for ‘appropriateness’ were used to determine whether to accept the item 
without change, or to revise the item. Items with five or more ‘acceptable’ ratings were not 
changed (even though one expert may have suggested revision to the item), and items with 
two or more ‘revise’ ratings were reviewed. Six items were automatically accepted (as shown 
in Table 29), and 19 items were identified for revision (see Table 30). 
 
Table 29. Items accepted without change 
Items Content Rating  
- motivate students who show low interest in learning English?  16 
- use English to communicate with your students?  17 
- use English to have a conversation with an ALT?  16 
- use English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT 17 
- help students to increase their English proficiency?  17 
- help your students develop English skills to pass university entrance tests?  15 
Notes: Maximum content score = 18  
 
4.4.4 Item revision and combination 
 
The 19 items shown in Table 30 were reviewed using the experts’ comments and suggestions. 
14 of the items marked for review had problems with the forward translation of ‘can’, and 
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five items had wording problems related to translation. The experts’ suggestions were used to 
review these items.  
 
Table 30. Items accepted with revision 
Items 
How confident are you that you can… 
Content  
Rating 
Revision 
Ratings 
 manage the classroom adequately when students are doing pair -
work or group work? In English? In Japanese?  15 3 
 provide activities in which your students can enjoy -
communicating in English?  16 5 
 provide student-centered lessons? In English? In Japanese? - 16 6 
 provide information and explanations to students when they are -
confused, using language appropriate to their level? In English? 
In Japanese? 
15 6 
 use technology effectively in your lessons? (when possible and -
appropriate) 15 6 
 develop appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ -
English ability? (e.g., tests, assignments) 16 4 
 adequately identify and correct your students’ mistakes?  - 17 3 
 maintain and improve your English ability?  - 15 2 
 balance your teaching, administration, and club responsibilities?  - 16 6 
 manage your time in order to complete all required duties?  - 15 6 
 adequately prepare for your classes?  - 18 6 
 teach according to the Course of Study? In English? In Japanese? - 15 6 
 share teaching ideas and materials with colleagues?  - 17 6 
 communicate ideas effectively?  - 17 6 
 develop teaching materials collaboratively?  - 15 6 
 develop syllabus and assessments collaboratively?  - 15 6 
 support each other to develop new skills? - 16 6 
 implement communicative teaching approaches and ideas?  - 17 6 
 support new teachers effectively? - 16 6 
Notes: Maximum content score = 18   
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Next, the comments of the experts were examined to identify any items for combination. Taka 
suggested that three items from the ‘team’ dimension could be combined (see Table 31) to 
show the concept of working together on group assignments as one item.  
 
Table 31. Items for combination  
Items 
54. communicate ideas effectively?  
55. develop teaching materials collaboratively?  
56. develop syllabus and assessments collaboratively?  
 
Items 54 and 55 had slightly different focuses on communication versus collaboration, thus 
were not combined. However, items 55 and 56 were combined as they focused on the task of 
collaboration for teaching materials. Accordingly, at the end of this step, there were 24 items 
reviewed for inclusion in the JTE-TES for use in the next stage of the research.  
 
4.4.5 Review of items with content ratings below 80% 
 
Finally, the remaining 12 items were examined, that is, items that did not pass the 80% 
agreement for being automatically accepted. As explained in Section 3.2.9, a 70% agreement 
for content rating (i.e., 13 or greater) was used to choose items to consider for final review. 
Seven items reached this level of agreement for content validity. The expert comments about 
the items were examined to determine if there was any reason to consider these items to 
include in the JTE-TES. One item was rated poorly because of confusion about the task (see 
Table 32), and after revision was included in the final JTE-TES (see Appendix G for details 
about other items reviewed during this part of the review process).  
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Table 32. Item with 70% content rating accepted with revision 
Item Content Rating          Reason         Example  
1. give clear instructions to 
students? In English? In Japanese?  13 
    Confusion 
 
 So, it means...in Japanese means to -
help students to understand the 
question, instruction...among other 
things… But it’s...it’s English class, 
so, mainly they should (be) in 
English... (Maki) 
Notes: Maximum content score = 18 
 
 
4.4.6 Final review of JTE-TES scale 
 
Finally, the comments from the experts were used to review the instructions to participants. 
Both Ken and Saki made comments about the instructions for the ‘team’ efficacy items. The 
item asked in English, ‘How confident are you about your team/department/school’s 
capability to…?’. Ken and Saki explained that the Japanese translation ‘ika no koto ni 
kanshite, team/ eigo ka/ gakkou no kanouna koto ni tsuite dono kurai jisshin ga aruka wo 
kotaete kudasai’ was not quite appropriate or easy to understand. Ken and Saki were unsure 
about the use of ‘team’. Saki’s suggestion of ‘gakunen kyoin’ was used for ‘team’ as this is a 
specific term for teachers working together on curriculum development. Ken was also unsure 
about the use of ‘kanouna koto ni’ in showing ‘capability to’. However, Ken was the only 
expert to mention this issue, and accordingly the item was not changed. Table 33 shows the 
25 final JTE-TES items (in English) used for the second pilot stage of the study.  
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Table 33. JTE-TES items for use in the second stage of the study 
How confident are you that you can: 
1. give clear instructions to students in English?  
2. use English to communicate with your students? 
3. use English to have a conversation with an ALT? 
4. use English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT? 
5. adequately identify and correct your students’ mistakes? 
6. provide information and explanations to students when they are confused, using language appropriate to their level? 
7. maintain and improve your English ability? 
8. manage the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group work? 
9. provide activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in English? 
10. provide student-centered lessons? 
11. use technology effectively in your lessons? (when possible and appropriate) 
12. develop appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ English ability? (e.g., tests, assignments) 
13. motivate students who show low interest in learning English? 
14. help students to increase their English proficiency?  
15. help your students develop English skills to pass university entrance tests? 
16. teach according to the Course of Study? 
17. adequately prepare for your classes? 
18. share teaching ideas and materials with colleagues? 
19. balance your teaching, administration, and club responsibilities?  
20. manage your time in order to complete all required duties? 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ school’s capability to: 
21. communicate ideas effectively?  
22. develop teaching materials, syllabus, and assessments collaboratively? 
23. . support novice teachers effectively? 
24. support each other to develop new skills? 
25. implement communicative teaching approaches and ideas? 
Note: ALT = Assistant Language Teacher 
 
  
240 
 
4.4.7 Demographic items 
 
Finally, the experts’ perceptions about the appropriateness of the demographic items were 
examined. The experts noted twelve demographic items for review. Using an 80% agreement, 
the item ‘What is your marital status?’ was deleted. Taka and Maki suggested that the item 
was inappropriate for cultural reasons, where Maki suggested it was “too personal”.  
 
Yuri and Riho had no suggestions for changes to the demographic items. However, the 
remaining four experts had suggestions for improvements, primarily concerned with the 
wording of a number of items. Apart from the deleted item, Maki also suggested a small 
change to one item, Taka suggested a number of changes to six items, Ken mentioned three 
items, and Saki was concerned with three items. Using the expert comments, 11 items were 
changed and one item was added. The expert comments and revisions are shown in Appendix 
H, and the final demographic items used in Stage 2 of the study are shown in Table 34. 
 
Table 34. Demographic items for Stage 2 
Research sub-question Demographic items 
1: Teacher Experience  1. How many years have you been teaching English?  
2: Language Proficiency 
2. What is your most recent Eiken Score? 
3. Please estimate your current Eiken Level. 
4. What is your most recent TOEIC Score? 
3: Language of instruction 5. Please indicate the extent (%) to which you use English as the language of instruction in your classes. 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
 
Personal 
 
6. What is your gender?                                                         
7. What is your age?                                                    
8. Are you working fulltime?                                                       
9. What courses are you currently teaching?  
10. Have you ever studied or lived abroad?                                  
11. What is the highest degree you have attained? 
12. Do you belong to a teachers’ association? 
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Table 34 cont. Demographic items for Stage 2 
Research sub-question Demographic items 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
 
Personal (continued) 
 
13. From the options below, please indicate which best describes your 
university program 
 
Graduated with a major other than English 
Graduated with a major in English Literature 
Graduated with a major in English Language 
Graduated with a major in education 
Graduated with a major in both education and English 
 
 
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent of your experience:  
 
None / very little / some experience / considerable experience 
 
14. studying English communicatively in classes at elementary 
school, junior high school, high school, university, or in other 
institutions? 
15. studying about communicative language teaching before 
becoming a teacher 
16. observing lessons using communicative language teaching 
approaches and methodologies, before becoming a teacher 
17. conducting practice lessons using communicative language 
teaching approaches and methodologies before becoming a 
teacher  
18. learning about communicative language teaching approaches and 
methodologies (e.g., attending seminars) since becoming an 
English teacher  
19. observing lessons using communicative language teaching 
approaches and methodologies (e.g., demonstration lessons) since 
becoming an English teacher  
20. conducting lessons using communicative language teaching 
approaches and activities (e.g., demonstration lessons or in your 
regular classes) since becoming an English teacher  
 
Contextual 
          
21. Where is your high school? 
22. What kind of school are you currently teaching in?  
23. In the last 10 years, has your school had a special designation, 
such as SELHi?  
24. Please indicate the level of your school, compared to other schools 
in your city or prefecture  
25. How many fulltime teachers are there in your school’s English 
department? 
26. Please estimate the average age of teachers in your English 
department.    
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Table 34 cont. Demographic items for Stage 2 
Research sub-question Demographic items 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
 
Contextual (continued) 
 
Using the scale below, please estimate the amount of time each week 
you spend: 
 
less than 3 hours / 3 – 6 hours / 6 – 9 hours / more than 9 hours 
 
27. preparing for your English classes 
28. checking and grading student work for your English classes 
                                                  
29. How often do you teach with an Assistant Language Teacher? 
30. Are you designated as a homeroom teacher?  
31. Are you responsible for a club?  
32. What administrative duties and committees are you assigned to?  
33. Please estimate the amount of time each week you spend carrying 
out duties not related to classes, preparation, or grading (such as 
homeroom, club or administration duties) 
 
 
 
4.5 Chapter summary 
 
The chapter has introduced the results from the first exploratory expert interviews (Section 
4.1), where a theoretical thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was used to identify eight 
dimensions of teacher challenge for JTEs: seven individual and one collective dimension (as 
presented and discussed in Section 4.2). The individual dimensions identified were Classroom 
Management, Student Engagement, Instructional Strategies, Content Knowledge, Student 
Performance, Coping with Workload, and Working with Colleagues. The collective 
dimension of challenges was named Team Efficacy and represented ‘collective’ teacher 
efficacy for teachers as part of teams.  
 
Section 4.3 showed the steps that were then used to develop 60 self-efficacy for teaching 
English belief items for translation into Japanese. The interviews were also analysed to 
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identify factors that the experts perceived to influence teacher confidence, and the 
demographic items were reviewed and revised using the experts’ suggestions.  
 
The 60 teacher efficacy beliefs items and 33 demographic items were then translated into 
Japanese, and the translated items were evaluated by the six experts in interviews with an 
evaluative focus. Section 4.4 showed the processes that were used to evaluate the items, using 
‘appropriateness’ and ‘content’ rating and agreements between the experts. Following this 
stage, 25 final JTE-TES items and 33 demographic items were developed for the survey 
stages of the research. The results from Stage 2 (pilot) and Stage 3 (main study) are presented 
in Chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER 5. SURVEY RESULTS 
 
Findings from the survey development stage were presented in Chapter 4.  An expert panel 
independently reviewed the 60 item survey items developed following the first interviews, 
and the survey was modified to 25 items for the pilot study (Stage 2). The JTE-TES survey 
was administered to seven teachers in this stage of the study. Following their feedback, the 
survey was administered to a sample of Japanese high school English teachers from 27 
prefectures. A total of 141 participants responded to the survey. The results of the pilot study 
and main study are presented below. 
 
The chapter firstly provides the results of the second stage of the study (i.e., pilot study, see 
Section 5.1), followed by the results of the main study (see Section 5.2). Data were analysed 
using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify dimensions of JTE teacher efficacy beliefs, 
presented in Section 5.3. Correlational analyses were carried out (see Section 5.4) to 
investigate the research sub-questions. Finally, Section 5.5 presents the results of the multiple 
regression analyses. 
 
5.1 Pilot study results 
 
The pilot study comprised seven respondents. The questionnaire data were analysed using the 
statistic software package, IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 21). Descriptive statistics were 
calculated for each item of the JTE-TES. The means ranged from 2.29 to 5.00 on the six-point 
scale (1 = ‘not confident at all’ to 6 = ‘very confident’). Descriptive statistics for each item 
are shown in Table 35.  
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Table 35. Descriptive statistics for JTE-TES Pilot study items  
Items  M SD Skew Kurtosis α if del. 
How confident are you that you can      
1. give clear instructions to students in 
English?  4.14 .90 -.35 -1.82 .941 
2. use English to communicate with your 
students?  4.71 1.11 -.25 -.94 .943 
3. use English to have a conversation with 
an ALT?  4.86 .69 .17 .34 .944 
4. use English to plan and carry out a 
lesson with an ALT 5.00 .82 .00 -1.20 .941 
5. adequately identify and correct your 
students’ mistakes? 4.14 .69 -.17 .34 .937 
6. provide information and explanations to 
students when they are confused, using 
language appropriate to their level?  
4.14 .69 -.17 .34 .941 
7. maintain and improve your English 
ability?  3.71 .76 .60 -.35 .938 
8. manage the classroom adequately when 
students are doing pair work or group 
work? 
4.43 1.27 .22 -1.72 .937 
9. provide activities in which your students 
can enjoy communicating in English? 3.57 .79 1.12 .27 .938 
10. provide student-centered lessons?  3.86 1.21 -.41 -1.53 .938 
11. use technology effectively in your 
lessons? (when possible and 
appropriate) 
4.00 1.00 -1.40 3.00 .943 
12. develop appropriate assessments for 
evaluating your students’ English 
ability? (e.g., tests, assignments) 
3.57 .53 -.37 -2.80 .939 
13. motivate students who show low interest 
in learning English?  2.71 .49 -1.23 -.84 .940 
14. help students to increase their English 
proficiency?  3.57 .98 .28 .04 .937 
15. help your students develop English 
skills to pass university entrance tests?  3.57 .98 -.28 .04 .938 
16. teach according to the Course of Study?  3.29 1.11 .25 -.94 .936 
17. adequately prepare for your classes?  3.14 1.57 .04 -1.68 .935 
18. share teaching ideas and materials with 
colleagues?  4.00 1.41 .00 -1.20 .941 
19. balance your teaching, administration, 
and club responsibilities?  2.29 1.11 .249 -.94 .937 
20. manage your time in order to complete 
all required duties? 2.57 1.62 1.968 4.45 .939 
Notes: N = 7; Skewness SE = .79; Kurtosis SE = 1.59; Likert scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 
(very confident) 
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Table 35 cont. Descriptive statistics for JTE-TES Pilot study items 
Items  M SD Skew Kurtosis α if del. 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ school’s capability to 
21. communicate ideas effectively?  3.14 1.21 -1.147 -.057 .939 
22. develop teaching materials, syllabus, 
and assessments collaboratively?  3.14 1.57 -.682 -1.16 .937 
23. support novice teachers effectively? 3.14 1.68 .582 .052 .935 
24. support each other to develop new 
skills? 3.43 1.51 -.620 -.81 .936 
25. implement communicative teaching 
approaches and ideas? 4.00 1.29 .000 .31 .938 
Notes: N = 7; Skewness SE = .79; Kurtosis SE = 1.59; Likert scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 
(very confident) 
 
The results suggested that the pilot study teachers’ efficacy beliefs were stronger for tasks 
related to English language usage, while lower for tasks related to balancing their 
responsibilities and managing their time. The reliability coefficient for the pilot JTE-TES 
scale was calculated for the 25-item scale (Cronbach’s α = .94). Reliability coefficients for 
each item, alpha coefficients if deleted, and corrected item-total coefficients were also 
calculated. As shown in Table 35, the alpha coefficients if deleted suggested that removal of 
items would not have dramatically increased the internal reliability of the scale and therefore 
no items were removed. Due to a low number of responses, a preliminary EFA was not 
carried out. Finally, no items were changed for the final study. 
 
5.2 Main study results 
 
The data were analysed using the statistical software package, IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 
21). A total of 141 participants responded to the questionnaire. However sixteen respondents 
had not answered all items. Six respondents were removed because the majority of items were 
incomplete. In ten cases, respondents had missed one item in the JTE-TES survey. These 
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responses were kept, and missing values were substituted pairwise unless otherwise noted. 
Accordingly, 135 responses were analysed to investigate JTE self-efficacy beliefs. 
 
5.2.1 Descriptive analysis of the JTE-TES Scale 
 
Firstly, the reliability coefficient for the JTE-TES scale was calculated for the scale (10 
responses excluded listwise). The JTE-TES scale consisted of 25 items (α = .938). Reliability 
coefficients for each item, alpha coefficients if deleted, and corrected item-total coefficients 
were also calculated. Although the removal of one item, ‘managing time in order to complete 
all required duties’, would increase the reliability of the scale to .942, it was not removed as it 
did not dramatically increase the internal reliability of the scale. Following this, descriptive 
statistics (minimum, maximum, mean, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, standard errors, 
z-scores) were calculated for each item (see Table 36).  
 
Table 36. Descriptive Statistics for JTE-TES  
Item N Min Max M SD ZSkew ZKurtosis 
How confident are you that you can 
1. give clear instructions to students in 
English?  135 1 6 4.61 .97 -3.37 1.47 
2. use English to communicate with your 
students?  133 1 6 4.75 .91 -4.01 2.39 
3. use English to have a conversation 
with an ALT?  135 1 6 4.76 .98 -3.67 1.50 
4. use English to plan and carry out a 
lesson with an ALT 135 1 6 4.71 1.06 -4.11 .96 
5. adequately identify and correct your 
students’ mistakes? 133 2 6 4.56 .84 -1.72 .78 
6. provide information and explanations 
to students when they are confused, 
using language appropriate to their 
level?  
134 1 6 4.47 1.03 -1.61 -.42 
Notes: Likert scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 (very confident) 
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Table 36 cont. Descriptive Statistics for JTE-TES 
Item N Min Max M SD ZSkew ZKurtosis 
7. maintain and improve your English 
ability?  134 2 6 4.46 1.05 -.96 2.45 
8. manage the classroom adequately 
when students are doing pair work or 
group work? 
135 2 6 4.71 .95 -.94 -1.54 
9. provide activities in which your 
students can enjoy communicating in 
English? 
135 2 6 4.28 .98 -.49 1.51 
10. provide student-centered lessons?  135 2 6 4.03 1.03 3.11 -1.63 
11. use technology effectively in your 
lessons? (when possible and 
appropriate) 
134 1 6 3.81 1.17 -1.32 .39 
12. develop appropriate assessments for 
evaluating your students’ English 
ability? (e.g., tests, assignments) 
135 2 6 4.02 .94 -2.15 -.77 
13. motivate students who show low 
interest in learning English?  135 2 6 3.87 .99 .10 -.97 
14. help students to increase their English 
proficiency?  135 3 6 4.51 .80 2.49 -1.05 
15. help your students develop English 
skills to pass university entrance tests?  135 1 6 4.40 1.05 -2.17 1.38 
16. teach according to the Course of 
Study?  135 1 6 4.19 1.01 -2.03 .88 
17. adequately prepare for your classes?  135 1 6 4.57 .95 -2.65 1.47 
18. share teaching ideas and materials with 
colleagues?  134 2 6 4.58 .92 -1.32 -1.03 
19. balance your teaching, administration, 
and club responsibilities?  135 1 6 3.40 1.19 2.78 -1.71 
20. manage your time in order to complete 
all required duties? 134 1 6 3.52 1.30 .42 -1.26 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ school’s capability to 
21. communicate ideas effectively?  135 1 6 4.04 .96 .06 .07 
22. develop teaching materials, syllabus, 
and assessments collaboratively?  135 1 6 3.95 1.07 -1.29 .57 
23. support novice teachers effectively? 134 1 6 3.93 1.11 -3.90 2.06 
24. support each other to develop new 
skills? 135 1 6 4.30 1.03 -.59 -1.21 
25. implement communicative teaching 
approaches and ideas? 135 1 6 4.27 1.10 -1.40 -.83 
Notes: Likert scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 (very confident) 
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Shapiro-Wilks normality tests suggested that the distribution of the responses for all variables 
were not normally distributed. Histograms and Q-Q plots were checked, and skewness and 
kurtosis z-scores were calculated. A number of items had significant negative skew. For 
example, skewness z-scores for items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 23 indicated that the distribution of these 
variables were non-normal, using a z-value of 3.29 with a sample size between 50 and 300 
(Kim, 2013). However, no items had skew values higher than two or absolute kurtosis values 
higher than seven, indicating that the items were not substantially non-normal (Kim, 2013). 
The histograms for all variables were checked and the distributions showed no problematic 
shape. Examination of Q-Q plots suggested skew, but that the variables were not substantially 
non-normal. Furthermore, as Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, and Strahan (1999) explained, 
“principal factors methods (both iterated and non-iterated) have the advantage of entailing no 
distributional assumptions” (p. 277). Therefore, no scaling was carried out prior to the 
exploratory factor analysis. Z-scores were calculated for items to identify outliers where an 
outlier was defined as z > 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). One outlier was found for Items 
1, 2, and 3, all from the same respondent. On analysis of the participant’s responses, there was 
no evidence of mistaken input and the response was not removed. Factor analysis was carried 
out with the outlier included and not included. Removal of the respondent did not alter the 
factor loadings and therefore the respondent was not removed from the sample. 
 
5.2.2 Demographic items 
 
A number of participants did not complete all demographic items. Table 37 shows the 
frequencies for the categorical demographic items, including total responses for each item, 
and the responses for each category.  
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Table 37. Demographic item frequencies 
Demographic item N Categories n % 
1. What is your gender? 109 
Male 52 47.7 
Female 57 52.3 
2. What is your age? 130 
20-29 26 20 
30-39  35 26.9 
40-49  44 33.8 
50-59 23 17.7 
Over 60 2 1.5 
3. How many years have you been teaching 
English? 129 
Less than 2 7 5.4 
3-5  20 15.4 
6-10  23 17.7 
11-15  21 16.2 
16-20  15 11.5 
21-25  22 16.9 
26-30  14 10.8 
More than 30 8 6.2 
4. What is your most recent Eiken7 level? 123 
Level 1    13 10.6 
Pre-1   50 40.7 
Level 2     30 24.4 
Pre-2   2 1.6 
Level 3     7 5.7 
Level 4  3 2.4 
Level 5    1 .8 
Never taken 17 13.8 
5. Please estimate your current Eiken level. 130 
Level 1    27 20.8 
Pre-1   74 56.9 
Level 2     17 13.1 
Pre-2   1 .8 
Level 3     1 .8 
Level 4  0 0 
Level 5    0 0 
Cannot estimate 10 7.7 
6. What is your most recent TOEIC Score? 129 
900 or over    35 27.1 
800 - 899   43 33.3 
700 -799     19 14.7 
600 - 699 3 2.3 
500 - 599 2 1.6 
400- 499    0 0 
Under 399  0 0 
Have never taken TOEIC 27 20.9 
7. Are you working fulltime? 130 
Yes 118 87.4 
No 12 8.9 
Notes: * denotes ratio item and includes mean and standard deviation; ** responses entered by more 
than 5% of participants are shown. 
                                                
7 Eiken is a framework of seven tests that correspond to English proficiency levels. Eiken 
Level 1 is the highest level (for more, see Eiken Foundation of Japan, 2016a). 
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Table 37 cont.. Demographic item frequencies 
Demographic item N Categories n % 
8. What courses are you currently teaching? 133 
Communication English Basic 2 1.5 
Communication English 1 65 48.9 
Communication English 2 58 43.9 
Communication English 3 21 15.6 
English Expressions 1 51 37.8 
English Expressions 2 53 40.2 
English Conversation 12 9 
Other courses 37 27.8 
9. Please indicate the extent to which you use 
English as the language of instruction in your 
classes*  
(M = 52.57; SD = 27.92) 
128 
1% 1 .8 
5% 4 3.1 
10% 10 7.8 
20% 14 10.9 
30% 14 10.9 
40% 7 5.5 
50% 16 12.5 
60% 13 10.2 
70% 17 13.3 
75% 1 .8 
80% 12 9.4 
85% 1 .8 
90% 7 5.5 
95% 8 6.3 
100% 3 2.3 
10. Have you ever studied or lived abroad? 129 
Yes 52 40.3 
No 77 59.7 
11. What is the highest degree you have 
attained? 130 
Bachelor  95 73.1 
Post graduate certificate or diploma  2 1.5 
MA  32 24.6 
Doctorate or PhD 1 .8 
Other (Doctoral Candidate) 1 .8 
12. Please indicate which best describes your 
university program 130 
Graduated with a major other than 
English 11 8.5 
Graduated with a major in English 
Literature 35 26.9 
Graduated with a major in English 
Language 44 33.8 
Graduated with a major in education 18 13.8 
Graduated with a major in both 
education and English 22 16.9 
13. Please indicate the extent of your experience 
studying English communicatively in classes 
at elementary school, junior high school, 
high school, university, or in other 
institutions? 
129 
None  33 25.6 
very little 50 38.8 
some experience 38 29.5 
considerable experience 8 6.2 
14. Please indicate the extent of your experience 
studying about communicative language 
teaching before becoming a teacher 
129 
None  40 31 
very little 41 31.8 
some experience 36 27.9 
considerable experience 12 9.3 
Notes: * denotes ratio item and includes mean and standard deviation; ** responses entered by more 
than 5% of participants are shown. 
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Table 37 cont.. Demographic item frequencies 
Demographic item N Categories n % 
15. Please indicate the extent of your experience 
observing lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches and 
methodologies, before becoming a teacher 
128 
None  48 37.5 
very little 48 37.5 
some experience 26 20.3 
considerable experience 6 4.7 
16. Please indicate the extent of your experience 
conducting practice lessons using 
communicative language teaching 
approaches and methodologies before 
becoming a teacher 
128 
None  58 45.3 
very little 47 36.7 
some experience 20 15.6 
considerable experience 3 2.3 
17. Please indicate the extent of your experience 
learning about communicative language 
teaching approaches and methodologies (e.g., 
attending seminars) since becoming an 
English teacher 
129 
None  12 9.3 
very little 30 23.3 
some experience 57 44.2 
considerable experience 30 23.3 
18. Please indicate the extent of your experience 
observing lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches and 
methodologies  
(e.g., demonstration lessons) since becoming 
an English teacher 
129 
None  8 6.2 
very little 39 30.2 
some experience 50 38.8 
considerable experience 32 24.8 
19. Please indicate the extent of your experience 
conducting lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches and activities  
(e.g., demonstration lessons or in your 
regular classes) since becoming an English 
teacher  
128 
None  9 7 
very little 31 24.2 
some experience 48 37.5 
considerable experience 40 31.3 
20. Do you belong to a teachers’ association? 130 
Yes 26 20 
No 104 80 
21. Where is your high school? (see Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2) 
22. What kind of school are you currently 
teaching in? 128 
Private 14 10.9 
Public  114 89.1 
International 0 0 
Other 0 0 
23. In the last 10 years, has your school had a 
special designation, such as SELHi?  
(If yes, what designation?) 
129 
Yes 37 28.7 
No 92 71.3 
SELHi ** 10 7.8 
24. Please indicate the level of your school, 
compared to other schools in your city or 
prefecture: 
130 
lower than average 51 39.2 
average 30 23.1 
higher than average 49 37.7 
25. How many fulltime teachers are there in your 
school’s English department? 129 
1-3 14 10.9 
4-6  17 13.2 
7-10  46 35.7 
More than 10 52 40.3 
Notes: * denotes ratio item and includes mean and standard deviation; ** responses entered by more 
than 5% of participants are shown. 
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Table 37 cont.. Demographic item frequencies 
Demographic item N Categories n % 
26. Please estimate the average age of teachers in 
your English department. 127 
20-29  0 0 
30-39  29 22.8 
40-49  84 66.1 
50-59  14 11 
Over 60  0 0 
27. Please estimate the amount of time each 
week you spend preparing for your English 
classes 
127 
less than 3 hours  14 11 
3 – 6 hours 46 36.2 
6 – 9 hours  31 24.4 
more than 9 hours 36 28.3 
28. Please estimate the amount of time each 
week you spend checking and grading 
student work for your English classes 
129 
less than 3 hours  40 31 
3 – 6 hours 60 46.5 
6 – 9 hours  19 14.7 
more than 9 hours 10 7.8 
29. How often do you teach with an Assistant 
Language Teacher? 129 
less than once a month  32 24.8 
once a month  5 3.9 
twice a month  15 11.6 
once a week  30 23.3 
more than once a week 47 36.4 
30. Are you designated as a homeroom teacher? 130 
Yes 56 43.1 
No 74 56.9 
31. Are you responsible for a club? 130 
Yes 114 87.7 
No 16 12.3 
English Club** 8 6.2 
32. What administrative duties are you 
assigned?* 
 
Number of committees, M = 52.57; SD = 
27.92)  
130 
None 5 3.7 
General Affairs 10 7.5 
Academic Affairs 28 20.9 
Student And Educational Guidance 29 21.6 
Extra- curricular 4 3 
University Counselling 45 33.6 
Health 5 3.7 
Textbooks 11 8.2 
Other  28 20.9 
33. Please estimate the amount of time each 
week you spend carrying out duties not 
related to classes, preparation, or grading 
(such as homeroom, club or administration 
duties) 
130 
less than 5 hours 18 13.8 
5 – 10 hours  31 23.8 
10 – 15 hours  35 26.9 
more than 15 hours 46 35.4 
Notes: * denotes ratio item and includes mean and standard deviation; ** responses entered by more 
than 5% of participants are shown. 
 
The frequencies of the demographic items suggested that the respondents are a representative 
sample of the teaching population at the high school level in Japan. However, private schools 
appeared to be under-represented with only 11% of the respondents reporting that they work 
at private schools, in comparison to the percentage of approximately 26% nationwide 
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(MEXT, 2012c, 2013). A total of 57% of respondents to this study identified their gender as 
female. This is above the national average for all female teachers of 29% (MEXT, 2012a), 
and suggests that females may be over-represented. For example, (international) studies have 
suggested that males are likely to be overrepresented in web-based surveys (Sax, Gilmartin, & 
Bryant). Furthermore, 28.7% of respondents in the sample identified their teaching context as 
being from a school with a special designation. Of those, 7.8% identified their school as 
previously being a ‘Super English language high school’ or SELHi. According to MEXT data 
(MEXT, 2010b, 2012c), SELHi schools accounted for approximately 3.5% of all schools in 
2009 (when they were discontinued). This suggests that the sample may have over 
represented ‘special’ schools, specifically schools with strong English programs.  
 
The reported age frequencies from the sample appear to represent the national teaching 
population. A total of 20% of respondents reported their age between 20-29 in comparison to 
the nationwide average for teachers of 13%, with 27% of respondents between 30-39 (31% 
nationwide) and 34% between 40-49 (31% nationwide). Only 1.5% of respondents reported 
their age as being over 60 in comparison to the nationwide average of 2.2% (MEXT, 2012b). 
With respect to teacher English proficiency, the results show that 51% of respondents have 
achieved the MEXT benchmark of Eiken level ‘Pre- 1’ or higher. This is similar to previous 
MEXT (2006) results discussed in Chapter 1 and 3.  However, almost 14% of respondents 
reported never taking the Eiken test, and when asked to estimate their current level on the 
Eiken test, 77.7% of teachers reported their perceived level to be at or above the benchmark 
‘Pre-grade 1’ level. A total of 97 respondents reported both a previous test score, and an 
estimate of their current level. Of those respondents, 55% reported their perceived current 
Eiken level to be the same as the level from the last time they took the test, 38% reported a 
higher level, and 7% reported a lower current perceived level. This result suggests that some 
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teachers perceive their English skill to be decreasing - even as they are teaching English. This 
finding aligns with results from the expert interviews, where it was suggested that 
maintaining English ability is a challenge for JTEs. Accordingly, perceived competence and 
English ability (i.e. past test scores) have a positive relationship. However, the relationship 
was weak, r (92) =.24, p < .05 (see Appendix K).  
 
Demographic Item 9 shows the frequency values for the use of English as a teaching language 
by the respondents. On average, English is used 52% of the time as the teaching language in 
class. However, there was a wide variation in the distribution (SD = 27.92), with one 
respondent reporting their use of English as only 1% while three respondents reported using 
English 100% of the time. Demographic Items 13 – 19 were concerned with the experiences 
of the respondents with respect to CLT. The results show that more than 60% of respondents 
had few or no experiences with CLT as learners of English (none = 25.6%, few = 38.8%). 
Furthermore, 45.3% of respondents reported having no experience conducting CLT practice 
lessons as pre-service teachers, with a further 36.7% reported few experiences. These results 
are consistent with other studies (Lamie, 2001; Rapley, 2008) where pre-service teachers had 
few experiences with CLT and training. With respect to in-service experiences, the results 
show that in-service training experiences are higher, as has been noted in other studies 
(Kinney, 1997; Martin, 2004). Over 60% of respondents reported ‘some’ or ‘considerable’ 
experience learning about, observing, and/or practicing CLT at the in-service level.   
 
Finally, the results of Item 33 ‘Please estimate the amount of time each week you spend 
carrying out duties not related to classes, preparation, or grading’ suggest that JTEs are very 
busy. More than one third of respondents reported spending more than 15 hours per week on 
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duties not related to teaching English, a finding that supports results found in other studies 
(O'Donnell, 2005). 
 
In summary, the results of the demographic analysis suggest that the sample was an adequate 
representation of the wider high school teaching population in Japan for some variables (e.g. 
age range), but may have over represented other variables (e.g., SELHi schools). 
Demographic results were used to investigate the research sub-questions, as presented in 
Sections 5.4 and 5.5, where a number of demographic items were combined into dummy 
variables for analysis. The following section explains the results for the primary research 
question of the study.    
 
5.3 Primary research question: Self-efficacy beliefs for teaching English 
 
As Table 36 (Section 5.2.1) shows, there was significant variation in the average means for 
participants’ self-efficacy for different tasks. Item 19 ‘Balancing teaching, administration, and 
club responsibilities’ (M = 3.40, SD = 1.19) and Item 20 ‘Managing time in order to complete 
all required duties’ (M = 3.52, SD = 1.30) were the tasks for which respondents had the lowest 
average self-efficacy beliefs. Two other items also had lower average means: Item 11 ‘Using 
technology effectively in lessons (when possible and appropriate)’ (M = 3.81, SD = 1.17) and 
Item 13 ‘Motivating students who show low interest in learning English’ (M = 3.87, SD = 
.99). Tasks that involved the use of English had the highest average mean values for 
participants’ self-efficacy beliefs. Item 3 ‘Using English to have a conversation with an ALT’ 
(M = 4.76, SD = .98), Item 4 ‘Using English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT’ (M = 
4.71, SD = 1.06), along with Item 8 about classroom management ‘Managing the classroom 
adequately when students are doing pair work or group work’ (M = 4.71, SD = .95) suggested 
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that teachers were more confident about their verbal English skills and classroom teaching 
practices than their capability to cope with stress, balance responsibilities, and manage time. 
These findings provide support for the comments from the experts in the first stage of the 
study, where results suggested that the influence of challenges outside the classroom (i.e., 
balancing the requirements of all required duties) may be the biggest challenge for JTEs.  
 
5.3.1 Exploratory factor analysis 
 
Next, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was carried out to identify underlying latent self-
efficacy belief constructs of the scale. A total of 135 responses was used for the analysis, 
which satisfied the minimum ratio of 5 participants per variable suggested by Stevens (1996). 
As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3, parallel analysis was used to identify the number of 
factors to extract and factors were extracted using principal axis. An iterative process was 
followed to find a solution with factors without significant cross-loadings, where items with 
low-loading coefficients were removed. Appendix L provides a detailed explanation of the 
iterative factor analysis process, where cross-loading items were removed in ten steps.  
 
This section discusses the findings and factorability of the final five-factor solution generated 
from 15 items, accounting for 71.21% of the total cumulative variance (see Table 38). Parallel 
analysis confirmed that a five-factor solution was appropriate (for principal axis using 
permutations of the raw data set). In the five-factor solution, the extraction sums of squared 
loadings for the first factor explained 42.68% of the variance, the second factor 10.08% of the 
variance, the third factor 8.57% of the variance, the fourth factor 5.68% of the variance, and 
the fifth factor explained 4.23%. 
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Table 38. Cumulative percentage of variance explained in the final five-factor solution 
Factor Initial Eigenvalues  Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
 Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings 
Total % of  
Variance 
Cumulative  
% 
 Total % of  
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
 Total 
1 6.66 44.37 44.37  6.40 42.68 42.68  5.41 
2 1.82 12.12 56.50  1.51 10.08 52.78  4.47 
3 1.56 10.37 66.86  1.29 8.57 61.34  4.02 
4 1.11 7.43 74.29  .85 5.66 66.99  3.28 
5 .96 6.41 80.70  .63 4.23 71.21  2.24 
6 .62 4.14 84.84       
 
 
Table 39 shows the pattern matrix (regression coefficients) for the final solution that 
accounted for 71.21% of the cumulative variance, and Table 40 shows the structure matrix 
(correlation coefficients). As discussed above, the parallel analysis of the five-factor solution 
confirmed that a five-factor solution was appropriate. However, with 15 items and five 
factors, one factor was ‘weak’ (Costello & Osborne, 2005) in that it was represented by two 
items. Although the fifth factor was weak, the five-factor solution was easily interpretable and 
reflected areas of teacher challenge identified in the first stage of this study, which suggested 
that the five-factor solution was appropriate. 
 
Next, the factorability of the final 15 item five-factor solution was confirmed. Firstly the 
determinant of the correlation matrix was confirmed (0.00001241). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
measure of sampling adequacy was .842, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ2 
(105) = 1402.74, p < .01), indicating that the items were satisfactory for factor analysis. The 
diagonals of the anti-image correlation matrix were all over .5, supporting the inclusion of 
each item in the factor analysis. There were 5 (4%) non-redundant residuals with absolute 
values greater than 0.05.  
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Table 39. Pattern matrix  
Items Factor 1 2 3 4 5 
Using English to have a conversation with an ALT 1.015     
Using English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT .954     
Using English to communicate with your students .798     
Giving clear instructions to students in English .765     
Providing activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in 
English  .936    
Providing student-centered lessons  .819    
Managing the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work 
or group work  .747    
Team’s capability to communicate ideas effectively?   .848   
Team’s capability to develop teaching materials, syllabus, and 
assessments collaboratively?   .797   
Sharing teaching ideas and materials with colleagues   .717   
Helping students develop English skills to pass university entrance tests    1.028  
Adequately identifying and correcting student mistakes    .533  
Helping students to increase their English proficiency    .434  
Balancing teaching, administration, and club responsibilities     .784 
Managing time in order to complete all required duties     .779 
Note: Coefficients below .3 suppressed; Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring; Promax rotation 
with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
Table 40. Structure matrix  
Items Factor 1 2 3 4 5 
Using English to have a conversation with an ALT .942 .518 .462 .415  
Using English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT .927 .547 .465 .426  
Using English to communicate with your students .891 .607 .482 .494  
Giving clear instructions to students in English .881 .594 .452 .539  
Providing activities in which your students can enjoy communicating 
in English 
.557 .913 .402   
Providing student-centered lessons .580 .866 .433 .343  
Managing the classroom adequately when students are doing pair 
work or group work 
.424 .756 .452   
Team’s capability to communicate ideas effectively? .516 .413 .836  .408 
Team’s capability to develop teaching materials, syllabus, and 
assessments collaboratively? 
.434 .362 .830 .328 .396 
Sharing teaching ideas and materials with colleagues  .501 .731 .310 .324 
Helping students develop English skills to pass university entrance 
tests 
.341   .924  
Adequately identifying and correcting student mistakes .585 .516 .525 .665 .387 
Helping students to increase their English proficiency .454 .318  .624  
Balancing teaching, administration, and club responsibilities   .405 .387 .816 
Managing time in order to complete all required duties   .318  .737 
Note: Loadings below .3 suppressed; Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring; Promax rotation 
with Kaiser Normalization. 
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The factor correlation matrix was examined to confirm that oblique rotation was appropriate. 
As Table 41 shows, there was correlation between the extracted factors in the five-factor 
solution, as is common in social science research (Costello & Osborne, 2005), and the 
correlation matrix values showed correlations above .32 between factors. This finding 
indicated that oblique rotation was appropriate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
 
Table 41. Factor correlation matrix for the final five-factor solution 
Factor 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Using English 1.000 .600 .504 .500 .232 
2. Communicative Teaching .600 1.000 .505 .354 .256 
3. Teamwork .504 .505 1.000 .388 .477 
4. Student Achievement .500 .354 .388 1.000 .370 
5. Managing Workload .232 .256 .477 .370 1.000 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring; Promax rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
Finally, the communalities were examined, as shown in Table 42. In the final solution, no 
items had communalities below .3, and all items had extracted communality values above .4. 
This suggested that the 15 items shared satisfactory common variance with other items for 
factorability.  
 
Table 42. Communalities for the five-factor solution 
Items Initial Extraction 
Using English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT .892 .862 
Using English to have a conversation with an ALT .897 .895 
Using English to communicate with your students .813 .805 
Giving clear instructions to students in English .804 .798 
Managing the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group 
work 
.570 .582 
Providing activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in English .746 .847 
Providing student-centered lessons .720 .757 
Team’s capability to communicate ideas effectively? .622 .696 
Team’s capability to develop teaching materials, syllabus, and assessments 
collaboratively? 
.639 .726 
Sharing teaching ideas and materials with colleagues .528 .594 
Helping students to increase their English proficiency .577 .583 
Helping students develop English skills to pass university entrance tests .559 .887 
Adequately identifying and correcting student mistakes .485 .419 
Balancing teaching, administration, and club responsibilities .483 .675 
Managing time in order to complete all required duties .413 .557 
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Accordingly, the 15 item five-factor solution was judged to be the cleanest solution, and 
accounted for 71.25% of the variance. Table 43 shows the factor loadings and communalities 
for the factors extracted via principal axis factoring, with promax rotation, for 15 items of the 
JTE-TES scale (N = 135). The extracted factors were labelled Using English (UE), 
Communicative Teaching (CT), Teamwork (TW), Student Achievement (SA), and Managing 
Workload (MW) and extracted as variables for further analysis using the regression method in 
SPSS.  
 
Table 43. Factor loadings coefficients and communalities for JTE-TES dimensions  
Items Factor Extracted Communality UE CT TW SA MW 
Using English to have a conversation with an 
ALT 1.015     .862 
Using English to plan and carry out a lesson with 
an ALT .954     .895 
Using English to communicate with your students .798     .805 
Giving clear instructions to students in English .765     .798 
Providing activities in which your students can 
enjoy communicating in English  .936    .582 
Providing student-centered lessons  .819    .847 
Managing the classroom adequately when 
students are doing pair work or group work  .747    .757 
Team’s capability to communicate ideas 
effectively?   .848   .696 
Team’s capability to develop teaching materials, 
syllabus, and assessments collaboratively?   .797   .726 
Sharing teaching ideas and materials with 
colleagues   .717   .594 
Helping students develop English skills to pass 
university entrance tests    1.028  .583 
Adequately identifying and correcting student 
mistakes    .533  .887 
Helping students to increase their English 
proficiency    .434  .419 
Balancing teaching, administration, and club 
responsibilities     .784 .675 
Managing time in order to complete all required 
duties     .779 .557 
Note: Coefficients below .3 suppressed; Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring; Promax rotation 
with Kaiser Normalization. 
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5.3.2 Descriptive statistics for the JTE-TES factors 
 
Composite scores were also created for each of the five factors, based on the mean of the 
items that had their primary loadings on each factor. Descriptive statistics (mean, standard 
deviation, Cronbach’s alpha) were generated for composite scores, and descriptive statistics 
(mean, standard deviation, skew, kurtosis, standard errors) were generated for the variables 
derived using the regression method. Table 44 shows the descriptive statistics for the five 
factors extracted from the JTE-TES.  
 
Table 44. Descriptive statistics for the five JTE-TES factors  
 Composite values  Extracted via regression (N = 129) 
 N M SD Alpha  M SD Skew ZSkew Kurtosis ZKurtosis 
UE 133 4.70 .91 .949  -.01 .97 -.84 -3.92 1.25 2.96 
CT 135 4.34 .88 .879  -.01 .96 .07 .32 -.88 -2.09 
TW 134 4.19 .85 .832  .00 .95 .02 .08 -.38 -.89 
SA 133 4.50 .74 .759  -.01 .96 -.25 -1.16 -.05 -.12 
MW 134 3.46 1.11 .742  .00 .88 .07 .33 -.53 -1.25 
Note: UE = Using English; CT = Communicative Teaching; TW = Teamwork; SA = Student 
Achievement; MW = Managing Workload; SES = .21; KES = .42 
 
As shown in Table 44, there was significant variation in the average means of the composite 
values for the constructs of JTE self-efficacy beliefs. The results showed that the participants’ 
self-efficacy beliefs were strongest for Using English, and suggested that participants had, on 
average, weaker self-efficacy beliefs for non-English and non-teaching constructs (i.e., 
Managing Workload, Teamwork) in comparison to constructs directly related to English and 
English teaching (i.e., Using English, Communicative Teaching, and Student Achievement). 
The results also suggested that JTE self-efficacy beliefs were weaker for Communicative 
Teaching (i.e., encouraging communication, managing the classroom) in comparison to self-
efficacy beliefs for Student Achievement (developing English skills to pass university entrance 
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tests, identifying and correcting student mistakes, and helping students to increase their 
English proficiency). This result suggests that the respondents were more confident in areas 
of teaching related to testing and university entrance in comparison to teaching 
communicatively. This finding is consistent with the demographic analysis, where a high 
percentage of respondents reported few experiences with CLT. The implications of these 
results are discussed further in Chapter 7. 
 
Shapiro-Wilks normality tests suggested that the distribution of the values for the extracted 
constructs of teacher efficacy beliefs were not normally distributed for three factors: Using 
English, Communicative Teaching, and Student Achievement. Histograms and Q-Q plots were 
checked, and skewness and kurtosis z-scores were calculated (See Appendix M for 
histograms and Q-Q plots). Using English had negative skew and a skew z-score of -3.92, 
which indicated that the distribution of the variable was non-normal (using a z-value of 3.29). 
However, the histograms for all factors were checked and the distributions showed no 
problematic shape. Examination of Q-Q plots suggested skew, but that the variables were not 
substantially non-normal, and no items had skew values higher than 2 or absolute kurtosis 
values higher than 7, indicating that the items were not substantially non-normal (Kim, 2013). 
Furthermore, as Norris and Aroian (2004) have demonstrated, there may be no significant 
difference between skewed and transformed data for Pearson correlational analyses. 
Accordingly, no transformations were carried out prior to the correlational and multiple 
regression analyses that were used to investigate the research sub-questions. However, the Q-
Q plot suggested the presence of one outlier (Using English, z = -4.18), which was removed 
prior to the correlational and multiple regression analyses due the effect of outliers on such 
analyses (Osborne & Overbay, 2004). The results for the research sub-questions are presented 
in the following sections.  
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5.4 Correlational analyses for the research sub-questions 
 
This section presents the results of the analyses of the relationship between the dimensions of 
JTE teacher efficacy beliefs (dependent variables) against the independent variables of years 
of experience (research sub-question 1), teacher language proficiency (research sub-question 
2), language of instruction (sub-question 3), and other demographic and contextual factors 
(sub-question 4). Correlational coefficients were calculated for each dimension against each 
independent variable, using a p-value of .05 to indicate a statistically significant relationship. 
Forward multiple regression analysis was then performed using the independent variables 
with significant correlations to determine how much variance the independent variables 
accounted for each JTE-TES dimension. 
 
5.4.1 Research sub-question 1: Relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and years of 
experience 
 
The relationship between the strength of the participants’ self-efficacy beliefs for the five 
factors and their experience as teachers was analysed using Spearman correlational 
coefficients for the ordinal variable of ‘years of experience’. As Table 45 shows, Student 
Achievement was significantly correlated with years of experience, rS (123) = .36, p < .01, 
such that JTEs with greater experience had stronger efficacy beliefs for helping their students 
to enter university and improve proficiency. There were no significant correlations with other 
dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. 
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Table 45. Correlation between years of experience and JTE-TES factors  
 How many years have you been teaching English? 
 rs sig. 
Using English .14 .13 
Communicative Teaching .01 .91 
Teamwork .06 .48 
Student Achievement .31** .00 
Managing Workload .13 .14 
Note: n = 123; * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01 
 
Point-biserial correlational analyses were conducted to compare the strength of novice 
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs with non-novice teachers for the five factors. Two tests were 
carried out: (1) respondents with ‘two years or less as a teacher’ in comparison to other 
teachers; and (2) respondents with ‘five years or less experience’ as a teacher in comparison 
with other respondents. Table 46 shows the results of the analyses. 
 
Table 46. Point bi-serial correlations of novice and experienced teachers for JTE-TES factors  
 Novice versus experienced teachers (n = 128) 
 2 years or less (n = 7, 5.2%)  
5 years or less 
(n = 27, 20.1%) 
 rpb sig.  rpb sig. 
Using English -.22* .02  -.103 .25 
Communicative Teaching -.14 .11  -.02 .86 
Teamwork -.08 .36  .00 .99 
Student Achievement -.26** .00  -.29** .00 
Managing Workload -.08 .40  -.05 .59 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
 
The results show that novice teachers had weaker efficacy beliefs for Student Achievement in 
comparison to teachers with more experience, rpb(128) = -.26, p < .01 (two years or less); and 
rpb(128) = -.29, p < .01 (five years or less). This suggests that teachers with less experience 
have weaker self-efficacy beliefs for helping students enter university and improve 
proficiency, while teachers with more experience have stronger beliefs for this aspect of 
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teacher efficacy. Although the sample of teachers with less than two years experience was 
low (n = 7, 5.2%), the point-biserial correlation suggested that such JTEs also had 
significantly weaker efficacy beliefs for Using English in comparison to teachers with more 
experience.  
 
The demographic correlation matrix (Appendix K) was analysed to investigate the 
relationship between experience and other demographic variables. The matrix showed high 
correlation values between ‘years of experience’ and ‘age’, r(129) = .92, p < .01, indicating 
that these variables were essentially collinear. The correlation matrix showed significant 
positive relationships between ‘years of experience’ and ‘perceived Eiken score’, r(130) = 
.28, p < .01; and working as a fulltime staff member, r(123) = .32, p < .01. Teachers with 
more experience were more likely to be males, rpb(104) = .22, p < .05; and less likely to have 
studied English as their specialization at university, rpb(123) = -.19, p < .05. Teachers with 
five or less years of experience were more likely to have lived or studied abroad, rpb(122) = -
.19, p < .05; and reported more experiences studying CLT as student and conducting CLT 
practice lessons as pre-service teachers. 
 
5.4.2 Research sub-question 2: Relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and English 
proficiency 
 
The second research sub-question investigated the relationship between the strength of the 
participants’ self-efficacy beliefs for the five JTE-TES factors in relation to their English 
proficiency. As discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5.2), proficiency was measured by asking 
participants to report their most recent Eiken test level and/or TOEIC score. Perceived 
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English proficiency was measured by asking participants to estimate their perceived current 
Eiken level. Table 47 summarizes the results of the correlational analyses. 
 
As Table 47 shows, the strongest relationship was between perceived proficiency (Estimated 
Eiken) and Using English, r(113) = .53, p < .01. Perceived proficiency was also related to 
Communicative Teaching, r(113) = .34, p < .01; and had a weak but significant relationship 
with Teamwork and Student Achievement. Reported proficiency (Eiken, TOEIC) was 
significantly correlated with Using English. Reported Eiken level was also significantly 
positively correlated with Communicative Teaching, r(100) = .27, p < .01. Managing 
Workload was not significantly correlated with proficiency or perceived proficiency.  
 
Table 47. Correlations between English proficiency and JTE-TES factors  
 Reported English Proficiency  Perceived Proficiency 
 Eiken (n = 100)  TOEIC (n = 96)  Estimated Eiken (n = 113) 
 r sig.  rs sig.  r sig. 
Using English .31** .00  .30** .00  .53** .00 
Communicative Teaching .27** .01  .17 .10  .34** .00 
Teamwork .16 .11  .03 .78  .25** .01 
Student Achievement .12 .25  .20 .06  .26** .01 
Managing Workload .12 .23  .14 .17  .03 .78 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
 
Next, point-biserial correlational analyses were conducted to compare the strength of 
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for those respondents who identified their Eiken level at or 
above the MEXT mandated Eiken level for teachers (i.e., level Pre-1 or higher) against those 
with Eiken levels below that level. Two tests were carried out: (1) reported Eiken scores for 
the two groups; and (2) perceived current Eiken levels for the two groups. Table 48 shows the 
results of the analyses.  
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Table 48. Point bi-serial correlations for teacher proficiency levels for JTE-TES factors  
 Eiken ‘Pre-1’ level or higher (N = 128) 
 Reported Eiken score  (n =59, 46%)  
Perceived Eiken Level  
(n = 95, 74%) 
 rpb sig.  rpb sig. 
Using English .18* .04  .33** .00 
Communicative Teaching .17 .05  .22* .01 
Teamwork -.13 .16  .34** .00 
Student Achievement -.01 .88  .15 .09 
Managing Workload .00 .92  .13 .15 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
 
The results indicated that teachers with proficiency scores at or above the MEXT mandated 
level have stronger confidence for Using English in comparison to teachers with lower scores 
and lower English proficiency, rpb(128) = -.18, p < .05. The results showed that there is a 
stronger relationship between those who perceived their abilities to be at or above the 
mandated MEXT level and those below. There were significant correlations for Using 
English, Communicative Teaching, and Teamwork. This result suggests that respondents who 
perceived themselves to have higher English skills have higher self-efficacy for using English 
at work, sharing ideas with colleagues, and working as a team.   
 
The demographic correlation matrix was analysed to investigate the relationship between 
English proficiency and other demographic variables. There was a significant difference 
between females and males for reported Eiken scores, with females more likely to have higher 
Eiken levels, rpb(86) = .22, p < .05. ‘Eiken’ level was also positively correlated with higher 
education, r(100) = .25, p < .05. ‘Living or studying abroad’ was significantly correlated with 
‘TOEIC’, r(95) = .27, p < .01, but no other proficiency variables. ‘Eiken’ and ‘perceived 
Eiken’ levels were weakly related to ‘in-service experience with CLT’ (e.g., ‘Eiken’ and ‘in-
service experience with CLT’, r(95) = .27, p < .01). However, English proficiency levels were 
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not significantly correlated with ‘use of English in class’, which suggests that the relationship 
between the two variables is more complex than “more proficiency = more usage”. The 
implications of this finding are discussed in Chapter 6. 
 
5.4.3 Research sub-question 3: Relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and use of 
English in class 
 
The third research sub-question investigated the relationship between the strength of the 
participants’ self-efficacy beliefs for the five factors in relation to their reported use of 
English as a language of instruction. As Table 49 shows, there was a significant positive 
relationship between Communicative Teaching and ‘use of English in class’, r(121) = .53, p < 
.01.  
 
Table 49. Correlations between use of English for teaching and JTE-TES factors  
 Extent (%) to which you use English in class  (N = 121) 
 r sig. 
Using English .33** .00 
Communicative Teaching .53** .00 
Teamwork .27** .00 
Student Achievement .16 .09 
Managing Workload .15 .10 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01 
 
The ‘use of English in class’ was also significantly correlated with Using English, r(121) = 
.33, p < .001; and Teamwork, r(121) = .27, p < .01. This variable was not significantly 
correlated with Students Achievement or Managing Workload. The results suggest that there is 
a strong relationship between JTE efficacy beliefs for some dimensions and their use of 
English as a language of instruction.  
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Analysis of the demographic correlation matrix (see Appendix K) indicated that there were 
strong significant relationships between the ‘use of English in class’ with other demographic 
variables such as ‘in-service learning about CLT’, r(120) = .49, p < .01 ; ‘in-service 
observation of CLT’, r(120) = .55, p < .05 ; and ‘in-service experience conducting CLT 
lessons’, r(120) = .61, p < .01.  The ‘use of English’ in class was also strongly correlated with 
being a ‘member of school with a special designation’, r(120) = .52, p < .01; ‘working at a 
former SELHi’, r(121) = .32, p < .01; and with working at a higher level school (i.e., school 
level), r(121) = .31, p < .01. These results imply that the policy to use English in teaching is 
being pioneered by the leading schools. There was a weak positive correlation between ‘living 
or studying abroad’ and the ‘use of English in class’, and there was a weak but significant 
relationship between ‘use of English’ and teaching more often with an ALT, r(120) = .18, p < 
.05. Finally, there was a weak negative relationship between the reported ‘use of English in 
class’ and teaching first year class ‘English Expression 1’, r(121) = -.19, p < .05. This finding 
suggests that the content of some classes may encourage less English usage by teachers.  
 
5.4.4 Research sub-question 4: Relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and other 
demographic and contextual variables 
 
To investigate sub-question 4 concerning teacher efficacy factors versus other demographic 
variables, Point-biserial, and Spearman correlational analyses were carried out to identify 
variables with significant relationships to JTE-TES factors. Demographic variables were 
classified as nominal (e.g., male/female), ordinal (e.g., reported experience with CLT), or 
interval (number of administrative committees). Table 50 shows the results of the point-
biserial correlational analyses and Table 52 shows the results of Spearman correlational 
analyses. Significant results are discussed after each table.  
271 
 
Table 50. Point bi-serial correlations between demographic variables and JTE-TES factors  
   UE  CT  TW  SA  MW 
 N  rpb  rpb  rpb  rpb  rpb 
Personal            
Gender 104  -.04  .02  .10  .19  .07 
Lived or studied abroad 122  .40**  .41**  .21*  .14  .12 
Education            
Not English or Education 123  .07  .15  .01  .11  .09 
English Literature Bachelor 123  -.06  .03  -.03  .07  -.06 
English Language Bachelor 123  -.08  -.10  .07  -.11  -.03 
Education Bachelor 123  -.04  -.02  .01  -.09  .13 
English and Education Bachelor 123  .13  .02  -.05  .08  .13 
Bachelor / Postgraduate degree 123  .13  .15  .04  .07  -.06 
Teaching Association member 123  .30**  .27**  .21*  .04  .02 
Role            
Full time  123  .21*  .13  -.09  .15  -.07 
Homeroom teacher 123  .21*  .32**  .10  .15  .06 
Classes            
Communication Basic 123  .12  .11  .11  -.01  .06 
Communication English 1 123  -.03  -.07  .01  .02  -.12 
Communication English 2 123  -.15  -.15  -.04  -.17  .03 
Communication English 3 123  .04  -.03  -.04  .07  .07 
English Expression 1 123  .09  -.13  .04  .18*  -.01 
English Expression 2 123  -.06  -.21*  -.04  -.04  .03 
English Conversation 123  .12  .09  .06  .03  -.02 
School            
Private school  121  .07  -.10  -.01  .06  -.04 
School with special designation 122  .33**  .40**  .17  .16  .09 
- SELHi designation 122  .11  .19*  .15  .04  .19* 
Administration            
Club leader 123  .10  .15  .01  .08  -.16 
- English Club leader 123  -.01  .11  -.09  .04  -.24** 
Serving on a committee 123  .12  .09  -.06  -.03  -.10 
General Affairs committee 123  -.01  .07  -.04  .05  .04 
Academic Affairs committee 123  .016  .00  -.01  -.06  -.02 
Student / Education guidance 123  -.13  -.03  .08  -.08  .07 
University counselling 123  .11  -.07  -.01  .19*  -.11 
Health committee 123  -.03  .02  .18*  .09  .13 
Extra curricular activities 123  -.05  -.08  .06  -.02  .02 
Text book committee 123  .17  .12  .07  .07  -.05 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01; UE = Using English; CT = Communicative 
Teaching; TW = Teamwork; SA = Student Achievement; MW = Managing Workload 
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Studying or living abroad 
 
Respondents who reported that they had ‘lived or studied abroad’ had stronger self-efficacy 
beliefs for three factors: Using English, rpb  = .40, p < .01; Communicative Teaching, rpb  = 
.41, p < .01; and Teamwork, rpb  = .21, p < .05. This may be related to experience using 
English and learning via CLT overseas. ‘Studying or living abroad’ was not significantly 
correlated with stronger self-efficacy beliefs for Student Achievement or Managing Workload.  
 
As discussed in previous sections, studying or living abroad was correlated positively 
correlated with being a ‘novice teacher of five years or less experience’, ‘TOEIC’, and 
reported ‘use of English in class’. Experience living or studying abroad was positively 
correlated with ‘CLT experience as a student’, r(120) = .21, p < .05; and all three pre-service 
CLT experience variables (learning, observing, practicing). Respondents who lived abroad 
were more likely to be ‘members of a teaching association’, rpb (120) = .25, p < .01, or work 
at ‘schools with special designations’. There was no significant relationship between living or 
studying abroad and ‘age’ directly, however, there does appear to be an indirect effect. As 
discussed in Section 4.5.1, there is a significant negative relationship between ‘age’ and 
‘experience studying with CLT as a student’ and during pre-service training (i.e., all three 
variables). This suggests that younger teachers may have had more opportunities to interact 
with CLT by studying or living abroad as students or as pre-service teachers. It also suggests 
that efforts to encourage students and teachers to study abroad (where they can experience 
CLT as a student or during pre-service) may have a flow on effect. Table 51 shows 
correlation matrix for ‘living or studying abroad’, ‘age’, ‘experience’, and ‘CLT experiences’.  
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Table 51. Correlation matrix for living abroad, age, years of experience, and CLT 
experiences  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1.   Living/studying abroad 1.00          
2.   Age -.08 1.00         
3.   Years of experience -.14 .92** 1.00        
4.   CLT as a student .21* -.21* -.19* 1.00       
5.   PS studying about CLT .21* -.18* -.14 .50** 1.00      
6.   PS observing CLT .18* -.21* -.20* .50** .80** 1.00     
7.   PS conducting CLT .27** -.23* -.20* .50** .76** .81** 1.00    
8.   IS learning about CLT .11 -.05 .00 .12 .14 .22* .25** 1.00   
9.   IS observing CLT .17 .02 .06 .18* .20* .27** .27** .80** 1.00  
10. IS conducting CLT .31** .00 .02 .16 .16 .22* .22** .73** .82** 1.00 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
 
Belonging to a teachers’ association 
 
The strength of efficacy beliefs between respondents who reported belonging to a teacher 
association such as the Japan Association of Language Teachers (e.g., JALT) were 
significantly stronger for three factors: Using English, rpb  = .30, p < .01; Communicative 
Teaching, rpb  = .27, p < .01; and Teamwork, rpb  = .21, p < .05. This finding suggests a 
relationship between efficacy and experience learning about CLT in associations such as 
JALT. This finding aligns with the purpose of such associations, which encourage 
methodological change and development (e.g., providing conferences and workshops for 
teacher skills development) that are strongly CLT oriented.  
 
Working full time and as a ‘homeroom’ teacher 
 
As Table 50 shows, the point-biserial correlations indicated that teachers working fulltime 
had stronger self-efficacy beliefs for Using English, rpb  = .21, p < .05. Secondly, teachers 
who act as homeroom teachers had stronger self-efficacy beliefs for Using English, rpb  = .21, 
p < .05; and Communicative Teaching, rpb  = .32, p < .01. The first result aligns with self-
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efficacy theory, in that teachers who are working fulltime may have more experiences 
teaching and interacting with students and ALTs, from which they may perceive more 
mastery experiences of successful communication. This result may suggest that training 
experiences for part-time teachers could focus on the use of English for communication with 
ALTs and students. The second finding suggests that homeroom teachers may have 
experiences with students and ALTs that influence their self-efficacy beliefs. This result 
conflicts with findings from previous studies (O'Donnell, 2005), which have suggested that 
homeroom teachers may be more likely to have negative attitudes towards CLT. However, 
analysis of the demographic correlation matrix suggests that respondents who reported being 
a homeroom teacher were more likely to have an ‘Eiken score above Pre-1’, rpb  = .28, p < 
.01; and more likely to report more experience with ‘in-service CLT learning’, ‘observation’, 
and ‘practice’ (e.g., for ‘in-service CLT practice’, r = .34, p < .01). Such respondents (i.e., 
those who reported being a homeroom teacher) were also more likely to be from schools with 
special designations. As multiple regression analysis did not identify either variable as a 
predictor of Using English or Communicative Teaching, it may be that the relationship is 
indirect. 
 
Classes 
 
There were two significant (although weak) results for point-biserial correlations between 
respondents’ self-efficacy beliefs and the courses they reporting to be teaching. Respondents 
teaching ‘English Expression 1’ had stronger self-efficacy beliefs for Student Achievement, rpb  
= .18, p < .05, while ‘English Expression 2’ was negatively correlated with Communicative 
Teaching, rpb  = -.21, p < .05, which indicates that respondents teaching that course had 
weaker efficacy beliefs for Communicative Teaching. As Student Achievement and 
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Communicative Teaching may represent somewhat competing aims in the classroom, this 
suggests that ‘English Expression’ courses may be more focused on achievement in relation 
to communication, and may affect teachers’ beliefs for their context (i.e., in relation to the 
classes they teach). This result may indicate that teachers assess their competence in terms of 
‘task’ (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), where the differing aims of classes may 
influence teachers’ efficacy beliefs for capability to produce different results (i.e., towards 
achievement or towards CLT).  
 
Working at a school with a special designation  
 
Teachers working at schools which have a special designation, or have had such a designation 
in the last 10 years, had stronger self-efficacy beliefs for Using English, rpb  = .33, p < .01; 
and Communicative Teaching, rpb  = .40, p < .01. Teacher efficacy beliefs were stronger for 
Using English, Communicative Teaching, and Managing Workload for respondents (7.8% of 
total) working at schools which were formerly Super English high schools (SELHI). As 
discussed above, working at such schools was positively correlated with ‘use of English in 
class’, ‘living or studying abroad’, and working at a school with a higher hensachi level (i.e., 
‘school level’). 
 
Club and administrative responsibilities 
 
A total of 87.7% of teachers reported being responsible for a club, and 5.2% reported being in 
charge of the English club. There were no significant relationships between being a ‘club 
leader’ and teacher efficacy belief dimensions, however respondents responsible for the 
English club (i.e., ‘English club leader’) at their schools had weaker efficacy beliefs for 
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Managing Workload, rpb  = -.24, p < .01. On the other hand, respondents who were ‘university 
counselling committee members’ (n = 45, 33.6%) had stronger self-efficacy beliefs for 
Student Achievement, rpb  = .19, p < .05.  The weak, but positive, relationship may reflect the 
knowledge about universities and entrance systems that such teachers develop by being part 
of this committee, which may relate to knowledge and strategies that influence teacher beliefs 
for helping students to enter university. There was also a significant relationship between 
Teamwork (rpb  = .18, p < .05) and being a ‘member of the health committee’ (n = 5, 3.7% of 
respondents). Analysis of the demographic correlation matrix showed a significant 
relationship between being a ‘club leader’ and spending more ‘time on other duties’. 
Furthermore, those who served on a number of committees were more likely to report more 
time spent on other duties (r = .18, p <.05). 
 
Table 52. Spearman correlational analyses for ordinal variables 
  UE  CT  TW  SA  MW 
 N rs  rs  rs  rs  rs 
Personal           
Age 123 .13  -.00  .02  .30**  .13 
Education level 123 .14  .15  .02  .03  -.05 
Experience with CLT           
Experience with CLT as a student 123 .16  .29**  .18*  .07  .06 
PS studying about CLT  123 .09  .08  .08  -.07  .07 
PS observing CLT 121 .07  .15  .05  -.02  .03 
PS conducting CLT 121 .17  .19*  .09  -.02  .02 
IS learning about CLT  122 .38**  .52**  .23*  .12  .18 
IS observing CLT 122 .45**  .57**  .32**  .21*  .19* 
IS conducting CLT 122 .56**  .72**  .47**  .28**  .27** 
Contextual           
Time preparing for classes  120 .06  .08  -.02  -.06  -.10 
Time checking /grading  122 .03  .06  .10  .02  .08 
Time on other duties  123 .03  .07  .07  .03  -.14 
Time teaching with an ALT  122 .18*  .23*  .06  .00  -.12 
Level of school (hensachi) 123 .17  .20*  .15  .25**  .19* 
Number of fulltime teachers 122 .21*  .21*  .02  .12  .06 
Average age of teachers 120 .04  -.03  -.24**  .03  -.14 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service; UE = 
Using English; CT = Communicative Teaching; TW = Teamwork; SA = Student Achievement; MW = 
Managing Workload 
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Age 
 
As discussed earlier in this chapter, ‘age’ and ‘years of experience’ appear to be essentially 
collinear for Japanese teachers, r(129) = .92, p < .01. Accordingly, the results for the 
correlation between age and Student Achievement show a similar result to ‘years of 
experience’, rs(123) = .30, p < .01, in that older respondents reported stronger efficacy beliefs 
for this factor. This suggests that greater experience is associated with higher confidence for 
Student Achievement. The implications are discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
Experience with CLT 
 
The correlational analyses suggested that teachers who reported more experience studying 
English communicatively as a student had significantly stronger self-efficacy beliefs for two 
factors: Communicative Teaching, rs  = .29, p < .01; and Teamwork, rs  = .18, p < .05. This 
supports the contention that those who have learned more communicatively teach more 
communicatively. Secondly, pre-service teaching experience with conducting communicative 
lessons (i.e., ‘PS conducting CLT’) had a positive relationship with stronger self-efficacy 
beliefs for Communicative Teaching, rs  = .19, p < .05. However, ‘learning about CLT’ or 
‘observing CLT lessons’ as a pre-service teacher was not significantly correlated with 
stronger teacher efficacy beliefs. This result may suggest that ‘hands-on’ mastery experiences 
are more important than vicarious experiences, which is consistent with previous studies that 
have investigated the development of teacher efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran & 
McMaster, 2009).  
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Overall, teachers who reported more in-service teaching experiences ‘learning about’, 
‘observing’, and ‘practicing CLT’ had stronger self-efficacy beliefs for all factors. Teachers 
who reported more in-service experience learning about CLT (i.e., ‘IS learning about CLT’) 
had significantly stronger teacher efficacy beliefs for Using English, rs  = .38, p < .01; 
Communicative Teaching, rs  = .52, p < .01; and Teamwork, rs  = .23, p < .05. Experience 
observing CLT lessons (i.e., ‘IS observing CLT’) was significantly related to stronger 
efficacy beliefs for all JTE-TES factors: Using English, rs  = .45, p < .01; Communicative 
Teaching, rs  = .57, p < .01; Teamwork, rs  = .32, p < .01; Student Achievement, rs  = .21, p < 
.05; and Managing Workload, rs  = .19, p < .05. These results support Nishino’s (2009) 
finding that prior learning experiences may positively influence beliefs about CLT. Finally, 
there was a very strong significant relationship between those who reported more experience 
using CLT in class (i.e., ‘IS conduct of CLT’) for all JTE-TES factors: Using English, rs  = 
.56, p < .01; Communicative Teaching, rs  = .72, p < .01; Teamwork, rs  = .47, p < .01; Student 
Achievement, rs  = .28, p < .01; and Managing Workload, rs  = .27, p < .01.  
 
The demographic item correlation matrix showed high correlations between the seven 
demographic variables concerned with CLT experience. As shown in Table 53, correlations of 
.8 or higher were identified between pre-service variables and in-service variables. The matrix 
also shows that there were negative correlations between years of experience and age for 
reported experiences with ‘CLT as a student’ and for pre-service training experiences. In-
service CLT experiences were not significantly correlated with either ‘age’ or ‘years of 
experience’. 
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Table 53. Correlation matrix for age, experience, and CLT experience items 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Age 1.00         
2. Years of experience .92** 1.00        
3. CLT as a student -.21* -.19* 1.00       
4. PS studying about CLT -.18* -.14 .50** 1.00      
5. PS observing CLT -.21* -.20* .50** .80** 1.00     
6. PS conducting CLT -.23* -.20* .50** .76** .81** 1.00    
7. IS learning about CLT -.05 .00 .12 .14 .22* .25** 1.00   
8. IS observing CLT .02 .06 .18* .20* .27** .27** .80** 1.00  
9. IS conducting CLT .00 .02 .16 .16 .22* .22** .73** .82** 1.00 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
 
This finding suggests that ‘experience with CLT’ and overall ‘teaching experience’ are 
different constructs (i.e., more experienced teachers are not more likely to have had more 
experiences practicing CLT). Findings support the contention that older more experienced 
JTEs may have had fewer opportunities to learn English via CLT as students or pre-service 
teachers (discussed in the previous section). This finding may have implications for 
professional development. For example, it may suggest that older teachers could benefit from 
targeted programs that focus on raising awareness of CLT approaches and provide 
experiences for learning via CLT (i.e., as learners). 
 
Teaching with an Assistant Language Teacher  
 
More time spent teaching with an ALT had a weak but significant positive correlation with 
Using English, rs  = .18, p < .05; and Communicative Teaching, rs  = .23, p < .05. This result 
suggests that those respondents who spend more time with an ALT may have more 
opportunities for using English (e.g., when carrying out lessons and during lesson planning). 
It also suggests that lessons carried out with ALTs may be more communicative and provide 
efficacy development opportunities for JTEs. It may be that ALTs may also have CLT 
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training (e.g., TESOL certificates) that informs their practice, or that team-taught lessons 
provide more opportunities for communicative activity integration. For example, previous 
studies have suggested that such lessons may make it easier for JTEs (and ALTs) to “model 
dialogues”, “demonstrate question and answer routines”, and provide “additional support” 
(Carless, 2006, p. 346). Results suggest that working with ALTs may provide JTEs with 
vicarious and mastery experiences via observation and collaboration.  
 
School level 
 
Level of the school (in terms of reported hensachi or academic level) was significantly 
correlated with stronger teacher efficacy beliefs for three factors. Respondents who reported 
they taught at higher level schools had stronger beliefs for Communicative Teaching, rs  = .20, 
p < .05; Student Achievement, rs  = .25, p < .01; and Managing Time, rs  = .19, p < .05. This 
finding differs from previous studies (Underwood, 2013), which suggested that teachers 
working at schools with higher hensachi rankings may be under pressure to avoid 
communicative teaching in favor of examination preparation (i.e., that ‘school level’ may 
negatively influence teacher beliefs). However, results support findings from the expert panel 
interviews. For example, Taka suggested that working at a higher ranked school influenced 
student motivation, ability, and discipline. Implications from these findings are discussed in 
Chapter 7. 
 
Size of teaching team and average age of teachers  
 
There were significant relationships between the strength of respondents’ teacher efficacy 
beliefs and the ‘number of fulltime teachers’ in respondents’ team/department for two factors: 
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Using English, rs  = .21, p < .05; and Communicative Teaching, rs  = .21, p < .05. Respondents 
also reported the ‘average age of their teaching team’ on an ordinal scale, and correlational 
analyses showed a negative correlation between the ‘average age of the teaching team’ and 
the strength of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for Teamwork, rs  = -.24, p < .01, that is, younger 
teams are associated with stronger Teamwork efficacy beliefs. This result may suggest that 
younger teachers and younger teams are more familiar with sharing work and collaborative 
teaching. It may also suggest that ‘older’ teams are resistant to collaborative work, as 
suggested by M. Cook (2009) and Underwood (2012b). It may also suggest cultural 
differences by generation. For example, research of attitudes towards democratic values and 
political orientation has suggested a generation gap in attitudes of Japanese people towards 
‘authoritarian’ leadership, where younger people are more likely to accept different opinions 
(Dalton & Shin, 2014). As discussed in Chapter Four, teachers collaborate and work in teams 
for course preparation, thus this finding may have practical implications for professional 
development, which are discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
5.5 Multiple regression analyses to identify predictor variables of JTE-TES dimensions  
 
Finally, multiple regression analyses were carried out to investigate which personal and 
contextual variables predicted JTE-TES dimensions, and how much variance the multiple 
independent variables (proficiency, experience, use of English, significant demographic 
variables) explained for each of the dependent variables (JTE-TES dimensions).  
 
As explained in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4.3), the assumptions for multiple regression were 
confirmed: linearity, independence, homoscedascity, and normal distribution of errors (Keith, 
2015). To review, an analysis of standard residuals was carried out for each analysis, and only 
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influential cases were removed (Stevens, 2002). The assumption of collinearity was 
confirmed, and Durbin-Watson statistics were confirmed to be between one and three. 
Histograms of the standardised residuals and normal P-P plot of standardised residuals were 
analysed to confirm approximately normally distributed errors, and scatterplots indicated 
homogeneity of variance and linearity. Influential cases were investigated, specifically cases 
with Cook’s distance values greater than one (R. D. Cook & Weisberg, 1982), Mahalanobis 
distance values at or above 25 (Barnett & Lewis, 1978), and leverage values greater than 
twice the average (Hoaglin & Welsh, 1978). A summary of each analysis is provided below, 
and any cases removed or problems with assumptions are noted. 
 
As previously discussed, ‘age’ and ‘years of experience’ were essentially collinear. 
Furthermore, high correlational values for the seven variables measuring reported experience 
with CLT suggested multicollinearity (see Table 53 in the previous section). In such cases, 
Gujarati (2004) suggested dropping variables from the regression analysis. Accordingly, a 
forward regression technique was used to find the best model, with a criterion for entry F < = 
.05. The later loading variable was dropped from the analysis if collinear diagnostics 
suggested multicollinearity (i.e., with the earlier loading variable). In one analysis 
(Teamwork), collinearity diagnostics suggested that two variables were multicollinear and the 
later loading variable was removed. 
 
5.5.1 Multiple Regression analysis for Using English 
 
A forward multiple regression analysis was carried out to predict the JTE-TES factor Using 
English (dependent variable). Seventeen demographic variables, which had a significant 
relationship with Using English, were used as independent variables (see Table 54).  
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Table 54. Variables significantly correlated to Using English 
Variable r 
2 years or less teaching experience  -.22* 
Eiken score .31** 
TOEIC .30** 
Estimated Eiken score .53** 
Eiken score Pre-1 or above .18* 
Perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above .33** 
Use of English in class .33** 
Experience living or studying abroad .40** 
Full-time .21* 
Homeroom teacher .21* 
Working at a school with a special designation .33** 
Member of a teacher association .30** 
In-service teacher CLT learning .38** 
In-service teacher CLT observation .45** 
In-service teacher CLT practice .56** 
Time teaching with an ALT .18* 
Number of fulltime teachers in the team .21* 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
Three of the 17 independent variables explained a significant proportion of the variance in the 
factor Using English (see Table 55). One case with a standard residual value above 3 was 
identified and examined. However, the case did not have undue influence (using the criteria 
explained above) and was not removed. The variables ‘in-service CLT teaching practice’, 
‘having lived or studied abroad’, and ‘perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above’ accounted for 
60% of the variance in Using English. Results are discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
Table 55. Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting Using English 
Variable B SE B β 
In-service CLT teaching practice .48 .08 .48** 
Having lived or studied abroad  .63 .15 .36** 
Perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above .67 .20 .27** 
Note: N = 111; R2 = .60; Adjusted R2 = .58; * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
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5.5.2 Multiple Regression analysis for Communicative Teaching 
 
Table 56 presents the 18 predictor variables used in the multiple regression analysis to predict 
Communicative Teaching (dependent variable). 
 
Table 56. Variables significantly correlated to Communicative Teaching 
Variable r 
Eiken score .27** 
Estimated Eiken score .34** 
Perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above .22** 
Use of English in class .53** 
Experience living or studying abroad .41** 
Homeroom teacher .32* 
Working at a school with a special designation .40** 
Working at a (former) ‘SELHi’ school .19* 
Member of a teacher association .27** 
Teaching the course ‘English expression 2’ -.21* 
Experience studying via CLT as a student .29** 
Pre-service experience conducting CLT  .19* 
In-service teacher CLT learning .52** 
In-service teacher CLT observation .57** 
In-service teacher CLT practice .72** 
School level .20* 
Time teaching with an ALT .23* 
Number of fulltime teachers in the team .21* 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
As shown in Table 57, four of the 18 independent variables explained a significant proportion 
of the variance in the factor Communicative Teaching. ‘In-service CLT teaching experience’, 
‘living or studying abroad’, the ‘use of English in class’, and ‘CLT experience as a student’ 
accounted for 66% of the variance in Communicative Teaching.  Chapter 7 discusses these 
results in relation to other studies. 
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Table 57. Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting Communicative Teaching  
Variable B SE B β 
In-service teacher CLT practice  .56 .09 .51** 
Experience living or studying abroad .48 .14 .24** 
CLT experience as a student .21 .07 .19** 
Use of English in class  .01 .00 .20* 
Note: N= 119; R2 = .66; Adjusted R2 = .64; * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
 
5.5.3 Multiple Regression analysis for Teamwork 
 
A forward multiple regression analysis was carried out to predict the JTE-TES factor 
Teamwork (dependent variable). Table 58 shows the 11 predictor variables, which had a 
significant relationship with Using English, that were used as independent variables. 
 
Table 58. Variables significantly correlated to Teamwork 
Variable r 
Estimated Eiken score .25** 
Perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above .34** 
Use of English in class .27** 
Experience living or studying abroad .21* 
Member of a teacher association .21* 
Experience studying via CLT as a student .18* 
Health committee member .18* 
In-service teacher CLT learning .23* 
In-service teacher CLT observation .32** 
In-service teacher CLT practice .47** 
Average age of teaching team -.24** 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
In the initial analysis, five of the 11 independent variables explained 43% of the variance in 
the JTE-TES Teamwork dimension. The predictor variables were ‘in-service CLT practice’, 
‘average age of teaching team’, being a member of the ‘health committee’, ‘in-service CLT 
learning’, and ‘perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above’ (see Table 59). 
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Table 59. Summary of initial regression analysis for variables predicting Teamwork  
Variable B SE B β 
In-service teacher CLT practice  .68 .11 .67** 
Average age of teaching team -.42 .13 -.25** 
Health Committee member .98 .37 .20* 
In-service teacher CLT learning  -.30 .11 -.30** 
Perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above .50 .20 .19* 
Note: N= 109; R2 = .43; Adjusted R2 = .41; * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
However, in the initial model, ‘in-service CLT learning’ had negative beta coefficients, 
despite being positively correlated with Teamwork, r  = .22, p < .05. Analysis of collinearity 
diagnostics suggested that the variance proportions for ‘in-service teacher CLT learning’ and 
‘in-service teacher CLT practice’ loaded on the same dimension. This result suggested 
multicollinearity between the two predictors (see Table 53, discussed in Section 5.4.4). 
Accordingly, ‘in-service teacher CLT learning’ was removed. Five cases were also identified 
to have Mahalanobis distance values above 25, and centered leverage values more than two 
times above the average, indicating undue influence (Hoaglin & Welsh, 1978). Examination 
of these cases showed that the five cases represented all cases of the variable ‘Health 
committee member’. Accordingly, this variable was removed as a predictor. 
 
Table 60. Regression analysis for variables predicting Teamwork with two variables removed 
Variable B SE B β 
In-service teacher CLT practice  .45 .08 .44** 
Average age of teaching team -.43 .13 -.26** 
Perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above .55 .22 .21* 
Note: N= 109; R2 = .36; Adjusted R2 = .34; * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
Table 60 shows the model summary for the second analysis. In the second model, the 
assumptions were met, and three of the nine independent variables explained 36% of the 
variance in the JTE-TES Teamwork dimension. The predictor variables were ‘in-service CLT 
practice’, ‘average age of teaching team’, and ‘perceived Eiken score Pre-1 or above’.  
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5.5.4 Multiple Regression analysis for Student Achievement 
 
A multiple regression analysis was carried out to predict the JTE-TES factor Student 
Achievement (dependent variable) from 10 predictor variables (see Table 61).   
 
Table 61. Variables significantly correlated to Student Achievement 
Variable r 
Years of experience (as a teacher) .31** 
Age .30** 
2 years or less teaching experience -.26** 
5 years or less teaching experience -.29** 
Teaching ‘English Expression 1’ .18* 
Estimated Eiken score .26* 
University counselling committee member  .19* 
Experience studying via CLT as a student .18* 
In-service teacher CLT observation .21* 
In-service teacher CLT practice .28** 
School level .25** 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
In the initial analysis, four of the 10 independent variables explained 31% of the variance in 
the factor Student Achievement. One case with a standard residual value below 3 was 
identified and examined. However, the case did not have undue influence (using the criteria 
explained above) and was not removed. As shown in Table 62, the significant predictors were 
‘in-service CLT practice’, ‘age’, ‘school level’, and being a ‘university counselling committee 
member’.   
 
Table 62. Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting Student Achievement  
Variable B SE B β 
In-service teacher CLT practice  .33 .08 .31** 
Age .27 .07 .31** 
School level .25 .09 .23** 
University counselling committee member .42 .16 .21** 
Note: N= 122; R2 = .31; Adjusted R2 = .29; * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
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5.5.5 Multiple Regression analysis for Managing Workload 
 
Table 63 presents the five predictor variables used in the multiple regression analysis to 
predict Managing Workload (dependent variable). 
 
Table 63. Variables significantly correlated to Managing Workload 
Variable r 
Working at a (former) ‘SELHi’ school .19* 
English club leader -.24** 
In-service teacher CLT observation .19* 
In-service teacher CLT practice .27** 
School level .19* 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
 
Two of the five independent variables explained 17% of the variance in the factor Managing 
Workload. The predictors were ‘in-service CLT practice’ and being the ‘English Club leader’. 
The only club that was included as a dummy variable in this study was ‘English Club leader’, 
as the number of cases constituted more than 5% of the total responses for clubs (see Section 
5.2.2). These 8 cases (6.2%) had leverage values higher (.12) than twice the average leverage 
value (.1). The model (see Table 64) suggests that administrative duties and more in-service 
CLT experience have a predictive relationship to this dimension that work in opposite 
directions. However, there was undue influence from the eight ‘English club leader’ cases. 
Furthermore, the predictive power of this model was low (adjusted R2 = .16). 
 
Table 64. Summary of regression analysis for variables predicting Managing Workload  
Variable B SE B β 
In-service teacher CLT practice .33 .08 .33** 
English club leader -1.08 .30 -.30** 
Note: N= 121; R2 = .17; Adjusted R2 = .16; * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates p<.01 
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The results suggest that Managing Workload is not adequately predicted by the demographic 
variables in the current study. It may be that this dimension of efficacy beliefs is more closely 
related to other personal variables, such as regulatory beliefs not examined in this study. The 
implications of these findings are discussed in Chapter 7, and suggestions for future research 
are introduced in Chapter 8. 
 
5.6 Chapter summary 
 
This chapter has introduced the results of the statistical analyses used to investigate the 
primary and sub-research questions of the study. Results presented in section 5.1 and 5.2 
showed that the 25-item JTE-TES scale had strong reliability in the pilot (α = .94) and main 
study (α = .94). Results from the main study showed that teachers had lower confidence 
balancing work responsibilities and managing their time. Respondents also had lower 
confidence for motivating students and using technology. On the other hand, respondents had 
higher confidence for using English with students and ALTs, and managing their classrooms 
during pair and group work activities. The results suggest that teachers are relatively more 
confident for tasks that require their use of English, which contrasts with results found in 
other studies (Underwood, 2013).  
 
The primary research question was ‘what are the foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs of 
Japanese high school English teachers?’ Exploratory factor analysis identified five factors of 
teacher efficacy beliefs: Using English, Communicative Teaching, Teamwork, Student 
Achievement, and Managing Workload. Using English is focused on teachers’ beliefs about 
their self-efficacy for the use of English with students and ALTs (i.e., other teachers) at 
school. Communicative Teaching represents a methodological factor focusing on encouraging 
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communication, managing activities, and providing student-centered learning. Teamwork is 
focused on respondents’ beliefs about their team’s capability for communication and 
collaboration, including their individual and collective efficacy beliefs for sharing and 
working with colleagues. Student Achievement shows teacher beliefs related to student 
success, which was represented most strongly by teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for helping 
students to pass university entrance exams, alongside identifying mistakes and helping 
student English proficiency overall. Finally, Managing Workload was a relatively weak factor 
(Costello & Osborne, 2005) in that it was only represented by two items. Overall, respondents 
had stronger beliefs for Using English and Student Achievement in comparison to the other 
three factors. Participants had the weakest teacher efficacy beliefs for Managing Workload, 
which suggests that outside duties and challenges not related to English language proficiency 
or teaching are significant aspects of JTE teacher efficacy.  
 
Section 5.4 and 5.5 presented the correlational and multiple regression analyses carried out to 
investigate the relationships between the five JTE-TES factors with personal and contextual 
variables. The research sub-questions were: 
 
1. Do Japanese high school English teachers’ years of experience correlate with their 
foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
2. Do Japanese high school English teachers’ English language proficiency correlate 
with their foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
3. Does the extent to which English is used as the language of instruction correlate 
with JTEs’ foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
4. Do other personal or contextual factors correlate with JTEs’ foreign language 
teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, which factors, and how? 
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For research sub-question 1, ‘years of experience’ and ‘age’ are significantly correlated with 
stronger beliefs for Student Achievement. Point bi-serial correlations were carried out to 
compare efficacy beliefs for novice teachers versus more experienced teachers. Findings 
confirm the results above. The variables ‘two years experience or less’ and ‘five years 
experience or less’ were associated with weaker teacher efficacy beliefs for Student 
Achievement, a result that aligns with the positive relationship between greater ‘years of 
experience’ and stronger beliefs for Student Achievement. It was also found that teachers who 
reported ‘two years experience or less’ reported significantly lower levels of efficacy for 
Using English.  
 
To investigate research sub-question 2, analyses of the relationship between JTE-TES factors 
and respondents reported TOEIC scores, reported Eiken scores, and estimated current Eiken 
level showed that reported proficiency scores were significantly related to Using English 
(Eiken, TOEIC) and Communicative Teaching (Eiken). Respondents’ estimated current Eiken 
level was positively correlated with the factors above, and Teamwork and Student 
Achievement. Point bi-serial correlations were carried out to compare efficacy beliefs for 
those at or above the MEXT mandated level of Eiken level Pre-1 with those below the level. 
There was a significant difference between the two groups for Using English for reported 
Eiken scores, and a significant difference for Using English, Communicative Teaching, and 
Teamwork for perceived current Eiken level. 
 
For research sub-question 3, respondents self-reported the extent to which they used English 
in class. Analysis showed significant relationships between the ‘use of English in class’ and 
three JTE-TES factors: Using English, Communicative Teaching, and Teamwork. Reported 
‘use of English in class’ had a strong relationship with Communicative Teaching, r(121) = 
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.53, p < .01, indicating that a key variable related to Communicative Teaching is an English-
mediated classroom. Further analysis of the relationship between demographic items 
suggested that JTE ‘use of English in class’ was also related to in-service CLT experiences 
(i.e., learning, observation, and practice), working at a school with a special designation (such 
as a former SELHi schools), and working more often with an ALT.  
 
To investigate research sub-question 4, correlational analyses were carried out for the other 
demographic variables investigated in the study. Analyses identified a number of contextual 
and personal variables with significant relationships to JTE-TES dimensions. A key finding 
was the strong relationship between JTE-TES dimensions and experiences with CLT (as 
students, during pre-service, and in-service). Respondents who reported more experience with 
CLT as students had stronger efficacy beliefs for the JTE dimension Communicative 
Teaching and Teamwork. More reported experience conducting CLT lessons at the pre-
service level also had a significant relationship with Communicative Teaching. Finally, in-
service experiences had a significant relationship with a number of JTE-TES dimensions. For 
example, in-service practice of CLT had a strong relationship with efficacy beliefs for 
Communicative Teaching, rs  = .72, p < .01. This finding indicates that contextual experience 
may inform teacher efficacy beliefs. In-service practice also had a strong relationship with 
Using English, rs  = .56, p < .01; and Teamwork, rs  = .47, p < .01, and a weaker (but 
significant) relationship with the final two dimensions of the JTE-TES scale, Student 
Achievement, rs  = .28, p < .01; and Managing Workload, rs  = .27, p < .01. 
 
Other key personal variables were experience ‘living or studying overseas’ and being a 
‘member of a teaching association’ (e.g., JALT). Experience ‘living or studying abroad’ had 
relatively strong relationships with Using English and Communicative Teaching, and a weak 
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but significant relationship with Teamwork. This variable was also related to other 
demographic items such as being a teacher with ‘five years experience or less’, ‘CLT 
experience as a student’, and pre-service CLT experiences (i.e., learning, observation, 
practice). The results suggest that there is a relationship between overseas experiences and 
teacher efficacy beliefs. Findings also suggest that professional development is associated 
with stronger teacher efficacy beliefs. Implications are discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
A number of contextual variables were identified to have significant relationships with JTE-
TES dimensions. Key variables were teachers’ role (fulltime, homeroom), the classes they 
taught (i.e., ‘English Expression 1’, ‘English Expression 2’), and the hensachi level of their 
school. Other contextual variables were ‘time teaching with an ALT’, whether they belong to 
a school with a special designation (e.g. SELHi), club duties, administrative duties, and 
teaching team size and age. Findings suggest that different contextual variables are associated 
with different dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs, positively and negatively. For example, 
results suggest a positive relationship between Teamwork and teaching team size, indicating 
that stronger teacher efficacy beliefs for this dimensions are associated with bigger teams. 
However, results suggest a negative relationship between the ‘average age of the teaching 
team’ and Teamwork, which indicates that teachers working with ‘younger’ teams are more 
likely to have stronger efficacy beliefs for Teamwork.  
 
The final analyses presented in Chapter 5 were multiple regression analyses for each JTE-
TES dimension, with the significantly correlated variables as predictors. It was found that 
60% of the variance in Using English was predicted by ‘in-service CLT teaching experience’, 
‘having lived or studied abroad’, and having a ‘perceived Eiken at or above Pre-1’. Of 18 
variables with significant relationships to Communicative Teaching, four explained 66% of 
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the variance of the dimension: ‘experience living or studying abroad’, ‘use of English in 
class’, ‘CLT experience as a student’, and ‘in-service CLT teaching experience’. In addition, 
36% of the variance of the Teamwork dimension was predicted by ‘in-service CLT 
experience’, the ‘average age of teachers’ (negative relationship), and ‘perceived Eiken score 
at or above Pre-1’. Explaining 31% of the variance in Student Achievement were ‘in-service 
CLT practice’, ‘age’ (i.e., years of experience), ‘school level’, and being a member of the 
‘university counselling committee’. Finally, Managing Workload was weakly related to five 
variables: being a ‘member of a (former) SELHi school’, being an ‘English club leader’, ‘in-
service observation of CLT’, ‘in-service teacher CLT experience’, and ‘school level’. ‘In-
service CLT practice’ and being the ‘manager of the English Club’ predicted 17% of the 
variance in the factor Managing Workload. However, the predictive power of this model was 
low (adjusted R2 = .16) and suggests that this dimension needs further investigation.  
 
In summary, five dimensions of JTE teacher efficacy beliefs were identified using exploratory 
factor analysis. Correlational and multiple regression analyses showed a number of personal 
and contextual variables that are related to dimensions of JTE-TES efficacy beliefs. Past 
experience and skills were the key predictors for JTE efficacy dimensions, where English 
usage via CLT, time abroad, and perceived proficiency predict Using English; experience 
with CLT as a student and teacher predict Communicative Teaching; and age (i.e., years of 
experience) and experience on university committees predict Student Achievement. These 
results reflect the ways in which teacher efficacy beliefs have been proposed to develop 
(Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) from past experiences and are 
consistent with international (Borg, 2003, 2006) and Japanese (Nishino, 2009, 2012) models 
of teacher cognition. The next two chapters discuss the results and implications from the 
findings in relation to other studies of teacher cognition and efficacy beliefs. Chapter 6 
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focuses on the findings from the first stage of the study, while Chapter 7 discusses findings 
from Stage 3.   
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CHAPTER 6. DISCUSSION OF STAGE 1 FINDINGS 
 
 
Chapters 4 and 5 presented the results of the interview and survey analyses used to investigate 
the self-efficacy for teaching English beliefs of Japanese high school English teachers (JTEs). 
The purpose of Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 is to discuss the findings and implications of the 
research in relation to other studies of teacher efficacy and cognition. This chapter focuses on 
the key findings from the first stage of the research (i.e., instrument design).  
 
The current study contributes to the development of knowledge about the dimensions of 
teacher efficacy beliefs in different contexts and contributes to a number of gaps in the 
research literature. For example, Klassen, et al. (2011) called for more teacher efficacy studies 
in international contexts, while Tsui and Kennedy (2009) suggested the need to investigate 
teacher self-efficacy beliefs in non-western cultural settings such as Japan.  
 
In order to investigate the teacher efficacy beliefs of Japanese high school teachers of English, 
exploratory interviews were carried out with six experts to identify domains of activity where 
teachers have control (Bandura, 1997, 2006). Analysis also focused on identifying factors that 
influence teacher efficacy strength and development. This chapter starts with a brief summary 
of the key findings from the exploratory expert interviews and thematic analysis, then 
discusses the findings in relation to other studies of teacher cognition and teacher efficacy.  
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6.1 Summary of findings from the instrument design stage of the study 
 
Thematic analysis of interviews with the six experts identified eight dimensions of teacher 
challenge and additional personal and contextual variables related to teacher challenge in the 
Japanese context. Four domains of teacher challenge were related to teacher activity in class: 
Classroom Management, Student Engagement, Instructional Strategies, and Student 
Performance. One dimension, Content Knowledge, was related to teachers’ English 
proficiency and knowledge of pedagogy. Coping with Workload related to teacher stress and 
the workload demands placed on teachers. The final individual dimension was Working with 
Colleagues, which related to individual beliefs about the challenges of working in teaching 
teams. This dimension contrasted with the collective dimension named Team Efficacy, which 
focused on the challenges that teachers face as teams.  
 
The interviews also revealed personal and contextual variables that may influence the strength 
of teacher efficacy beliefs, such as the contextual variable ‘school level’ (i.e., hensachi) and 
personal experiences with and knowledge about CLT. Findings also provide information 
about the factors that may influence the development of teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
6.2 Discussion of themes emerging from the expert cycle interviews  
 
This section discusses six key themes emerging from the expert interviews: (1) a broader 
view of teacher challenge and domains of teacher control in the JTE context; (2) the 
importance of school level as a variable that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs; (3) the 
impact of teacher knowledge and awareness on teacher efficacy beliefs; (4) the challenge of 
outside duties in the JTE context and how these may influence teacher efficacy beliefs; (5) 
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individual versus collective challenges and efficacy beliefs; and (6) the influence of social 
persuasion in the development of teacher efficacy beliefs. The chapter discusses the 
comparability of the findings with other studies of teacher efficacy and teacher beliefs, that is, 
the extent to which they support, extend, or differ from previous studies. Attention is drawn to 
the ways in which variables (i.e., school level, teacher education) may influence teachers’ 
perceptions of task difficulty or contribute to the skills perceived to be available to them 
during their assessment of teacher efficacy beliefs (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Tschannen-Moran 
et al., 1998). This thesis proposes eight dimensions of teacher challenge (i.e. areas of teacher 
control, see Bandura, 2006) that can be used to inform teacher efficacy scale development in 
other contexts. 
 
6.2.1 Dimensions of teacher challenge identified in the thematic analysis of expert interviews 
 
Previous studies of teacher efficacy in Confucian contexts have adapted instruments from 
other contexts (Cheung, 2006; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009) using Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk 
Hoy’s (2001) Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES). Analysis of the expert interviews 
showed that the three dimensions of the scale were areas of teacher challenge for JTEs: 
Student Engagement (i.e., encouraging student motivation and learning), Instructional 
Strategies (i.e., tasks related to teaching and teaching skill), and Classroom Management (i.e., 
dealing with classroom behaviour). This finding supports previous results from Confucian 
contexts (Cheung, 2006; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009) by showing that these challenges are 
important in Japan. It also provides further support for the use of the TSES dimensions for 
investigating language teacher beliefs (Chacon, 2005; Swanson, 2010a).  
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However, the expert interviews also showed some limitations of the use of the TSES. It 
focuses on three dimensions of teacher activity, but does not include other significant 
challenges for the Japanese context. Analysis of the expert interviews suggested that JTE 
teacher challenge has content dimensions (i.e., proficiency and teacher knowledge) as argued 
by Swanson (2010a) in his study of foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs. Further 
dimensions of challenge were related to ‘coping’ with duties outside class, curriculum 
innovations (i.e., the new COS), and working effectively with colleagues. These dimensions 
support a wider view of teacher challenge and control, which aligns more closely to the 
factors of Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s (2007) scale from their study of Norwegian teacher 
efficacy, with individual and collective domains. Therefore, this thesis proposes a model of 
teacher challenge for the JTE context (Figure 12) that can be used in other contexts to inform 
the development or adaptation of teacher efficacy scales. 
 
Figure 12. Dimensions of teacher challenge in the JTE context 
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6.2.2 School level 
 
Past qualitative studies of teacher beliefs have shown that “professional, social, and cultural 
factors” shape and affect Japanese English teachers’ beliefs and practices (Kurihara & 
Samimy, 2007, p. 117). Extant research (Sakui, 2004, 2007; Underwood, 2013) has shown 
that teacher beliefs and pedagogic practice are influenced by the teaching context.  
 
A key finding from the thematic analysis was the possible influence of hensachi (i.e., school 
level) on student motivation and teacher practice. Although past studies of teacher beliefs in 
the Japanese context (Nishino, 2009) have focused on the importance of school type (e.g., 
private or public), few studies have discussed the impact of hensachi. In a study of four JTEs’ 
beliefs and intentions for teaching grammar, Underwood (2013) showed that hensachi was a 
variable influencing teachers’ instructional choices, and suggested that teachers (at the highly-
ranked schools from the study) made choices to preserve their schools’ hensachi ranking by 
favouring exam preparation activities. The current study supports Underwood’s (2013) 
contention that hensachi is a contextual factor influencing teacher beliefs, and further 
develops understanding about how hensachi may influence teacher efficacy beliefs. In 
contrast to Underwood (2013), the experts in the current study considered the impact of 
school level as a positive variable (i.e., associated with stronger teacher efficacy beliefs). An 
example comes from Taka’s interview. He suggested that school level is closely associated 
with student motivation, where students at lower-ranked schools are more likely to be less 
willing to communicate and are more likely to be operating at a lower level due to past 
performance at junior high school. Previous research in Japan (Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, & 
Shimizu, 2004) has shown that students with higher perceived ability have stronger 
‘willingness of communicate’, while Nishino (2009, 2012) has shown that teachers’ beliefs 
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are influenced by their perceptions of their students’ level. Accordingly, this finding suggests 
that ‘school level’ may have a positive influence on teacher efficacy beliefs by influencing 
teachers’ perceptions of the difficulty of the task. That is, teachers may have stronger 
confidence for the task if they perceive it to be easier to use English and implement CLT with 
their students. 
 
How might school level influence teachers? Findings from the expert interviews may help to 
illustrate examples of how teachers may be influenced. As shown in Figure 13, efficacy 
beliefs have been proposed to reflect individuals’ perceptions of task difficulty and are 
informed by perceived competence based on attributions of past performance (Gist & 
Mitchell, 1992). Accordingly, contextual and personal factors may influence teacher efficacy 
beliefs by contributing to available skills and influencing perceptions of task difficulty. 
 
 
Figure 13. Process of self-efficacy assessment and development (adapted from Gist & 
Mitchell, 1992) 
 
It appears that ‘school level’ may act as a contextual variable influencing practice (as self-
efficacy beliefs are assessed for the context), and therefore may influence perceived task 
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difficulty (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). For example, Ken linked school level, student motivation 
and classroom management as a contextual variables influencing practice and teacher 
“confidence”. He explained that at lower hensachi schools, teachers may have difficulties 
running classes due to low student motivation. He mentioned that this problem was not 
related to English specifically, but rather reflected a wider issue related to student level, where 
teachers would spend much of their time on discipline and dealing with problems. This 
example implies that teachers’ perceived efficacy beliefs may be influenced by their school 
hensachi. Accordingly, this finding supports Nishino’s (2009) result that teacher perceptions 
of ‘student communicative conditions’ influence their beliefs, and suggests that such 
perceptions may influence their teacher efficacy beliefs via task difficulty. 
 
Although discipline (Sakui, 2007) and willingness to communicate (Yashima et al., 2004) 
have been noted as variables influencing English teacher practice in Japan, these challenges 
are also common to teaching situations in other countries (Ho & Hau, 2004; Skaalvik & 
Skaalvik, 2007). Accordingly, findings from the study may have implications for both the 
Japanese and other countries in the wider East Asian context, where university entrance 
examinations are critical and high schools are ranked. Future studies could investigate the 
relationship between school level and student motivation, student willingness to 
communicate, and teacher efficacy beliefs about instruction.  
 
In summary, this finding develops understanding about the importance of school level as a 
variable associated with teacher efficacy beliefs. Results highlight how this contextual factor 
may be a positive influence on teachers’ perceptions of capability to influence achievement 
(i.e. efficacy) by influencing their perceptions of teaching difficulty. 
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6.2.3 Teacher knowledge and awareness 
 
Interview findings suggest that teacher knowledge, and teachers’ perception of the knowledge 
available to them, are likely to influence their teacher efficacy beliefs. This section discusses 
three aspects of teacher knowledge and awareness: (1) proficiency and perceived proficiency; 
(2) teacher knowledge about entrance examination content; and (3) teacher knowledge and 
perceptions of CLT. 
 
Numerous studies (Butler, 2004; Freeman, Katz, Garcia Gomez, & Burns, 2015; Nakata, 
2010) have noted the importance of teacher language proficiency for teaching English. The 
relationship between teacher language proficiency and beliefs about teaching has been 
suggested as an area for future research in previous studies in Japan (Nishino, 2009), and the 
current study further develops understanding about the relationship between teacher efficacy 
beliefs and teacher language proficiency. Underwood (2013) found that teachers’ perceptions 
of their proficiency influenced their instruction, and Nishino (2009) found that ‘L2 self-
confidence’ influenced their beliefs about CLT. The findings from the expert interviews 
support these results; they show that teacher language proficiency is a key aspect of the 
dimension of Content Knowledge.  
 
Experts suggested that teachers’ actual and perceived proficiency may influence their self-
efficacy beliefs and their use of English with students and colleagues. Findings build upon 
results from previous studies (Moote, 2003) that have suggested collegial talk is a challenge 
for JTEs. For example, previous research has shown difficulties for JTEs and ALTs who are 
forced to work together to plan and carry out lessons in team-teaching contexts (Moote, 
2003). For example, Ken suggested that, at his workplace, teachers are not comfortable using 
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English with each other, and explained that he noticed English teachers avoiding 
communication with ALTs. Thus, findings support results from other teacher efficacy studies 
of language teachers (Nishino, 2009; Swanson, 2010a; Yough, 2008).  
 
Furthermore, maintenance of English ability appears to be a key challenge for JTEs. Experts 
suggested that teachers may perceive atrophy in their English proficiency. As perceived 
competence has been shown to influence willingness to communicate (Yashima et al., 2004) 
for Japanese users of English, this result appears to be an important finding with relevance for 
professional development. It suggests that efforts are needed to help teachers revise, review, 
and develop their language knowledge. As research has shown that East Asian Confucian 
learners may also have higher language anxiety (Woodrow, 2006), this finding may have 
implications beyond Japan to other East Asian Confucian EFL settings. Implications for 
practice and teacher training are discussed further in Chapter 8 (Section 8.3.1), but indicate 
that efforts may be needed to help teachers maintain their (perceived) language ability.  
 
Findings from the thematic analysis suggest that teachers’ perceptions and knowledge of 
entrance exams may influence their efficacy beliefs about teaching. Teachers’ perceptions of 
entrance examinations have been noted as a continuing influence in the Japanese context 
(Butler, 2011). An example from previous studies is Nagamine’s (2007) study of pre-service 
teachers, where despite participation in a training program to learn about communicative 
teaching, teachers were observed to focus on contextual school factors such as exam 
preparation and yakudoku, leading to teaching practices in conflict with their beliefs. Expert 
interview findings suggest that there continues to be a dichotomy between beliefs about 
teaching communicatively and beliefs about preparing students for university entrance exams. 
Specifically, results suggest that teacher knowledge about university exam content may be a 
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key area that negatively influences beliefs about CLT implementation. Taka explained that 
teachers he has worked with often believe that helping students to achieve communicative 
competence and to pass university entrance examinations are different things. However, he 
also noted that the National Center Test (NCT) examination has changed. It has no translation 
questions and no grammar questions. He suggested that there is a lack of teacher knowledge 
about current assessment practice. This finding supports results from other studies, such as 
Underwood’s (2012b) study of JTEs’ beliefs about teaching grammar. In that study, analysis 
of focus group data showed that teachers were not aware of changes to the NCT. These results 
suggest that there are areas of teacher knowledge (i.e., what the test involves) that need 
addressing in the Japanese context. Within education, it has long been suggested that 
assessment drives instruction (Frederiksen, 1984). Previous studies in Japan have noted the 
influence of entrance examinations on teacher practice (Kikuchi, 2006) and recent research 
has shown that teachers’ perceptions about assessments continue to drive teaching and 
encourage yakudoku (Thompson & Yanagita, 2015). Thus, the results suggest that more 
collaboration is needed between examination writers and high school English teachers 
(Brown, 2000, p. 5), to utilize positive washback from test change on instruction.  
 
Teacher knowledge and perceptions about CLT and student-centered learning may also 
influence their teacher efficacy beliefs. Yuri explained that she found resistance to CLT by 
other teachers who saw it as “just a game”. She suggested that misunderstandings about 
teaching methods for CLT are a key challenge. This finding supports results from 
international studies of teacher beliefs (Li, 1998), and studies in Japan (Sakui, 2004; Taguchi, 
2005) that have shown teacher confusion about the purpose of CLT. As Taguchi (2005) has 
noted, there is a lack of  “expertise and experience in designing communicative activities” (p. 
10) which leads to confusion about CLT (Sakui, 2004) and misunderstandings about 
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implementation (Humphries & Burns, 2015; Taguchi, 2005). Yuri suggested that teachers 
need experience using and designing “good tasks”. In other words, she suggested that CLT 
experience may influence teacher efficacy beliefs, as such experiences may act as kind of 
filtering mechanism (Watzke, 2007) that helps teachers integrate the purpose of such 
activities into pedagogy. Stage 3 findings are consistent with this result. For example, results 
indicate that teachers who experienced studying English via CLT were more likely to have 
stronger teacher efficacy beliefs for Communicative Teaching (see Section 7.4 for further 
discussion). 
 
Accordingly, results suggest that confusion about CLT remains a continuing challenge for 
teachers in Japan. As teacher efficacy beliefs reflect perceptions of available skills and 
knowledge (see Figure 13), findings suggest that teachers with more experiences are likely to 
have stronger efficacy beliefs (and those with misunderstandings about CLT, weaker beliefs). 
As a result, findings may have implications for professional development and teacher 
training; they suggest that language teachers need a clear understanding about CLT as an 
approach, alongside methodologies and strategies for implementing CLT. For example, Japan 
could look towards certification and training schemes in countries with similar contexts, such 
as Korea (Choi & Andon, 2014), in the development of such programs. Such initiatives may 
help teachers to develop skills and knowledge that that can draw upon in the assessment of 
their efficacy beliefs. 
 
Furthermore, as also noted by Riho and Taka in their interviews, teacher resistance often 
occurs between English teachers and teachers of other subjects. Accordingly, professional 
development initiatives should also develop teachers’ understanding about the role of teachers 
in CLT and post-method strategies (Kumaravadivelu, 2006) that emphasize greater 
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facilitation and student centeredness, including knowledge about specific techniques and their 
purpose.  
 
6.2.4 Duties outside class  
 
Thematic analysis of the expert interviews showed that duties outside class separate to 
English teaching are also key challenges for teachers that influence their teacher efficacy. 
This finding aligns with studies in other contexts (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007), where stress 
and workload were identified as dimensions of teacher efficacy that influenced teacher 
burnout. Only a small number of studies have investigated the burden of non-teaching tasks 
on JTEs. For example, in a study of five teachers, O'Donnell (2005) found that teaching duties 
accounted for less than half of the work-related responsibilities of the participant. In a study 
of JTE CLT practices, Sakui (2004), found that teachers’ ability to implement CLT was 
limited by the requirements of other duties and the time constraints such duties placed upon 
them. Recent research by Underwood (2013) has also noted the influence of extra- curricular 
duties on teacher intentions.  
 
Findings from the current study expand and elaborate upon these results. Experts discussed 
the variety of tasks that teachers are asked to perform, such as school festivals; university 
information meetings; counselling for students (as noted by Sakui, 2007); making class and 
exam schedules; club duties; and overseas trip planning. Ken explained that they left work 
each day on the final bus, often working 14-hour days. He felt that he could not focus on 
teaching and preparation due to administrative and club duties. This finding suggests that 
contextual non-teaching duties may negatively impact preparation and practice, as suggested 
by Borg (2003). Other experts (Saki, Maki, Yuri) also referred to the difficulty of balancing 
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the demands on non-teaching duties and suggested that such duties may influence teacher 
efficacy beliefs by influencing the time available to teachers. In other words, key skills for 
efficacious teachers may be the capability to balance duties and manage time. 
 
Overall, the results are consistent with key findings from other studies in Japan (O'Donnell, 
2005; Sakui, 2004; Underwood, 2013), and further develop knowledge about the influence of 
non-teaching duties by providing clear examples of the time demands placed on teachers and 
the variety of non-teaching duties given to JTEs. Findings add to the growing body of 
evidence that suggests non-teaching duties are a key challenge for Japanese teachers, and 
suggest that teachers’ capability to control their time and manage workload may be crucial for 
the Japanese context. This issue should be recognized and explored in future research, and 
explicitly addressed in policies and training. For example, findings may have implications for 
the success of the new Course of Study. Studies in other contexts (Berger, Boles, & Troen, 
2005) have noted that teachers avoid professional development initiatives if they perceive 
themselves to be too busy with other duties. Interview results suggest that JTEs may be very 
concerned with non-teaching administration duties and therefore unable to fully engage with 
the developmental activities required for change. Stage 3 findings support these results and 
are discussed further in Section 7.7.  
 
6.2.5 Individual versus collective efficacy: The challenge of working in teams 
 
Another key finding from the expert interviews was the challenge of working as a part of a 
team. This finding was operationalized in terms of two dimensions following R. Goddard, 
Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2000) distinction, where efficacy beliefs may be about “individual 
or group capability” (p. 3). The individual dimension focused on sharing materials and 
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collaborating for the individual teacher (i.e., with the group), and the collective dimension 
focused on the efficacy of the team for curriculum change, support, and collaboration. 
Collective efficacy beliefs have been suggested as key beliefs for investigating schools (R. 
Goddard et al., 2004) because teachers often do not work alone (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). 
Studies have shown collective teacher efficacy as a dimension of teacher efficacy in 
international contexts such as Norway (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007), Singapore (Chan, Lau, 
Nie, Lim, & Hogan, 2008), and across different cultural settings (Klassen et al., 2010). The 
findings from the expert interviews also support the need for a distinction between individual 
and collective dimensions of challenge, and suggest that the distinction identified in other 
studies (Chan et al., 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007) may extend to the Japanese context. 
Results suggest that teachers may have collective efficacy beliefs in the Japanese context, and 
that these cognitions may influence their behaviour. Accordingly, findings extend knowledge 
in the field by showing areas of individual and collective challenge for the JTE context, and 
respond to Klassen et al.’s (2011) call for more research in international contexts. Results also 
challenge the assumption (Huff & Kelley, 2005) that the collectivist nature of Japanese 
society makes group work easier. For example, findings suggest that communication 
difficulties (Popov et al., 2012) and attitudes towards collaboration may negatively impact 
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. 
 
In the current study, the dimension Team Efficacy was associated with the use of collective 
self-identifications (Brewer & Gardner, 1996) such as ‘we’ by experts when they discussed 
tasks and challenges faced by the teaching team, department, or school as a group. An 
example is Ken’s explanation about the problems caused by one teacher who did not use the 
teaching team’s materials, causing problems for the team and influencing his beliefs about the 
team’s capability to be successful in responding to the Course of Study.  
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Findings from the current study support and extend understanding about tasks where 
collective efficacy may be represented (see Figure 14). Professional practice, teacher 
influence on instruction, text selection, and materials development are examples of activities 
that could be represented collectively (R. Goddard et al., 2004). Examples from the expert 
interviews were textbook selection (Taka); materials design and responding to the Course of 
Study (Saki, Riho, Ken, Yuri); support of novice teachers (Saki); and communication (Yuri, 
Taka). 
 
Figure 14. Example tasks within collective challenges 
 
 
Accordingly, the findings of this study develop knowledge about the type of collective tasks 
faced by JTEs, and may inform other contexts in the wider foreign language teaching 
community. They provide insight into areas where professional development and training 
programs can assist teachers, and suggest areas where future research could investigate best 
practice. 
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How do teams influence efficacy beliefs on the collective and individual level? Interview 
results suggest that working with teams is a challenge for JTEs, and that meeting the needs of 
the team required teachers to change their practice and follow the “unwritten rules” of the 
school (Nagamine, 2007, p. 214). Thus, findings from the interviews suggest that teams 
influence individuals’ practice and beliefs, which is consistent with Skaalvik and Skaalvik 
(2007), who suggested that “individual teachers’ self-efficacy may ...be dependent on the 
functioning of the team” (p. 613). As Riho explained, “you will be eventually... be beaten by 
those teachers” who prefer exam preparation. This finding supports results from previous 
studies, such as Sato and Kleinsasser (2004), who explained that the socialization of teachers 
into school culture leads teachers to follow the group, rather than their personal beliefs, a 
finding also noted by Nagamine (2007, p. 214) and Underwood (2012b). This finding 
indicates that at some schools, teamwork in the JTE context involves acculturation rather 
than collaborative practice.  
 
Results may have implications for the success of the new Course of Study, as teachers who 
have a voice in the curriculum design process may display stronger ownership towards 
innovation (Englert, Tarrant, & Rozendal, 1993). Accordingly, future research should 
investigate the way that teaching teams operate and identify best practices for encouraging 
collaboration and collective efficacy that could be used for professional development. For 
example, studies could investigate the extent to which teams are facilitative (Olivella, 
Cuatrecasas, & Gavilan, 2008), and examine contextual variables identified in this study (see 
Chapter 5) such as team age, team size, and experience with CLT in relation to collective 
efficacy beliefs. 
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This study identifies one area that may be key for encouraging collaboration and team 
efficacy in the JTE context. Collaboration involves risk and “encourages teachers to move 
beyond reliance on their own memories and experiences with schooling and toward 
engagement with others”(Y. Goddard, Goddard, & Tschannen-Moran, 2007, p. 892). 
International studies have shown that teacher collaboration helps communities of practice to 
develop that help encourage self-efficacy for teaching (Takahashi, 2011) where a key 
mediating influence is school leadership (Hallinger & Heck, 2010). Findings suggest that 
leadership is key for the JTE context. For example, Taka and Yuri discussed how support, and 
specifically leadership, could lead to higher team efficacy and stronger individual teaching 
efficacy. R. Goddard and Goddard (2001) suggested that leaders can help empower teachers, 
a finding supported by the expert interviews. For example, Taka suggested that risk aversion 
influences teaching groups against innovation and explained that strong leadership was 
important for achieving consensus and encouraging change by sharing the potential burden of 
responsibility for failure.  
 
Previous studies in Asia (Cheng, 1994) have shown that effective principal leadership 
encourages “adaptivity”, “flexibility” and helps build a “shared educational mission” (p. 309). 
When discussing her past experiences in a very effective program that had achieved 
significant curricula developments, Yuri suggested that schools need strong leadership to help 
break down resistance towards change and develop school culture. These examples support 
Bandura’s (1997) contention that leadership can “unite the community for common cause” 
(1997, p. 501). They extend knowledge about how change may be achieved in the JTE 
context, and highlight ways in which socialization may influence positive change. Thus, as 
discussed above, future studies should seek to identify best practices related to leadership and 
support that encourage school improvement and develop teacher efficacy beliefs.  
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6.2.6 Development of JTE teacher efficacy beliefs: Social persuasion in the JTE context 
 
As explained in Chapter 2, the development of teacher efficacy beliefs is proposed to be 
influenced by individuals’ interpretations of their successful experiences as a learner, trainee, 
or teacher (mastery experiences); observations of other teachers as models (vicarious 
experiences); feedback and support from colleagues and students (social persuasion); and 
physiological states. Few studies have followed Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) 
in investigating the development of teacher efficacy beliefs, although Usher and Pajares 
(2009) provided some support for the ways that self-efficacy beliefs develop. Debate 
continues (Wyatt, 2015) about how self-efficacy beliefs grow and change, and findings from 
this study may help to address this gap in the literature.  
 
Oettingen (1995) suggested that social persuasion may be more important in Confucian 
contexts, and this factor was found to influence teacher beliefs in this study as teachers’ 
perceptions about feedback from others appear to be heavily attended to in the Japanese 
context. For example, Taka explained how social pressure from teachers not teaching English 
influenced English teachers about appropriate means for entrance preparation. Another 
example comes from Riho, who explained that school culture and teacher feedback eventually 
lead to novice teachers being ‘beaten down’ and reinterpreting their beliefs and practice. Such 
behaviour has been suggested to reflect a collectivist orientation that emphasizes the needs of 
the in-group (Yamaguchi, 1994), where ‘social pressure’ or ‘group think’ (Underwood, 
2012b) influences teacher beliefs. Thus, findings are consistent with results from other studies 
in the East Asian context. For example, group harmony and collectivist orientation were 
shown to be key aspects informing collective efficacy beliefs for Korean teachers (Klassen et 
314 
 
al., 2010). In a qualitative study of the development of eight Vietnamese English teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs for teaching, Phan and Locke (2015) found that teachers “selected and 
gave more weight to other-oriented (social persuasion) than self-oriented evaluation (mastery 
experiences) when constructing their self-efficacy as EFL teachers” (Phan & Locke, 2015, p. 
80). Accordingly, Klassen et al. (2011) speculated that in East Asian Confucian contexts, 
“beliefs about personal capabilities might be more strongly influenced by perception of in-
group expectations rather than personal desires and goals” (2011, p. 25), that is, individuals 
are more likely to respond to the needs and expectations of their teams. Findings suggest that 
the development of self-efficacy beliefs may be influenced by the cultural context, where 
social persuasion is stronger in East Asian Confucian teaching situations. 
 
Further examples from the thematic analysis of the expert panel interviews support the 
importance of social persuasion on teacher efficacy beliefs, specifically for novice teachers. 
Saki, a novice teacher with two years experience, related two stories (see Chapter 4, Section 
4.1.4) comparing her perceptions of support and feedback from the first team she worked with 
(negative influence) in comparison to her current school (positive influence). They illustrate 
and provide support for previous research that has shown that colleague encouragement (or 
discouragement) is a powerful source of confidence for beginning teachers (Mulholland & 
Wallace, 2001). For example, Saki discussed how her perceptions of her colleague reactions 
to her ideas about teaching left her surprised and confused (affect), which she interpreted as 
rejection (attribution). This experience led to beliefs that her context was not supportive and 
influenced her self-efficacy for teaching and collective efficacy. She explained, “I can’t do 
anything in this environment”. Furthermore, the influence was strengthened by cultural 
expectations regarding seniority. Saki reported that, as a junior teacher, she must respect and 
follow older teachers, and conform to their wishes. 
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In summary, results suggest that teachers’ perceptions of feedback and support are a key 
influence on their teacher efficacy beliefs in the JTE context. Findings provide support for 
Phan and Locke’s (2015) contention that social persuasion may be a key factor influencing 
self-efficacy beliefs for teaching English in collective cultures. Specifically, this study further 
develops upon their findings by showing examples from the Japanese context about the 
influence of the social culture of high schools (Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004; Underwood, 
2012b), where the collectivist nature of Japan emphasizes group responsibility, acceptance, 
and approval (Kitao & Kitao, 1985). As collective action is key to Japanese culture (Kitao & 
Kitao, 1985), the results suggest that social persuasion may be key to the development of 
individual self-efficacy beliefs for teaching in the Japanese context. 
 
This finding may have implications for teacher practice and development. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, the Japanese system for teacher training emphasizes in-service development rather 
than pre-service training (Yonesaka, 1999), therefore it is important that mentoring systems 
provide effective training and develop positive feedback strategies that encourage self-
efficacy. Studies have shown that social support reduces stress (Yorimitsu, Houghton, & 
Taylor, 2014) and teacher burnout (Kahn, Schneider, Jenkins-Henkelman, & Moyle, 2006), 
while research has suggested that Japan has higher levels of teacher burnout than other 
countries (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Thus, the role of in-service mentors is vital, 
and senior teachers may need opportunities that help them develop effective strategies for 
providing feedback to colleagues. Schools may also need to monitor the progress of teachers 
to make sure that the support they are receiving matches their needs (Ware & Kitsantas, 2011).  
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6.3 Chapter summary 
 
This chapter has introduced and discussed six key themes arising from the findings of the 
thematic analysis of the expert interviews in the first stage of the study. The results extend 
understanding about knowledge of the dimensions of teacher challenge (i.e. domains of 
teacher control in the JTE context); emphasize the importance of school level as a contextual 
factor that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs; highlight issues of teacher knowledge that 
may inform the skills that are drawn upon in self-efficacy assessment; provide further 
evidence about the difficulties for JTEs concerning non-teaching duties (i.e., factors that may 
influence teacher efficacy); show the relationship between collective and individual 
dimensions of teacher challenge and efficacy; and suggest that social persuasion may be a 
strong influence on the development of teacher efficacy in the JTE context.  
 
These findings are important as they add to knowledge about the tasks where collective 
efficacy operate, contribute to understanding about how teacher efficacy beliefs develop in 
the JTE (i.e., East Asian Confucian) context, highlight the need for further research into the 
influence of non-teaching duties, provide areas of content knowledge (e.g. knowledge about 
CLT, English proficiency) where professional development is needed, and identify a key 
contextual variable that may influence teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
The next chapter focuses on the findings from the main stage (i.e., Stage 3) of the study. It 
notes how the findings discussed in this chapter enhance the significance of the results from 
the main study, and shows how findings from this study support and expand upon results 
from other teacher efficacy and cognition studies.  
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CHAPTER 7. DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS FROM THE MAIN STUDY 
 
 
Chapter 6 discussed the findings from the first stage of the study in relation to other studies of 
teacher efficacy and cognition. This chapter focuses on the key findings from the main stage 
of the study (i.e., Stage 3).  
 
The study responds to Klassen et al.’s (2011) call for more studies of teacher efficacy beliefs 
in international contexts using measures which are designed to reflect self-efficacy theory 
(Bandura, 2006). It contributes to the literature by developing knowledge about the 
dimensions of foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs in the Japanese context, as well as the 
strength and generality (B. J. Zimmerman, 2000) of JTE efficacy beliefs. Previous studies of 
foreign language high school teachers in Japan have noted the influence of contextual factors 
on ‘confidence’ (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007; Nagamine, 2007) and Nishino (2009) identified 
‘perceived teacher efficacy’ as a dimension of language teacher beliefs. However (as 
discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1), the studies above did not investigate ‘teacher efficacy’ 
according to self-efficacy theory (Klassen et al., 2011; Wyatt, 2014). Accordingly, this study 
develops knowledge about ‘teacher confidence’ in Japan, by using the theory of self-efficacy 
and following Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for item and instrument development. 
Furthermore, it expands upon and contributes new knowledge to the field of teacher efficacy 
in the broader international context. 
 
This chapter starts with a brief summary of findings from the main study, before discussing 
how the results align with findings from other studies, and expand upon knowledge in the 
field. Potential implications from findings for policy, professional development, and future 
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research are introduced and discussed. The extent to which the findings support and extend 
previous research is highlighted, in order to show the generalizability of the findings to other 
contexts. This chapter also explains how the findings of the current study contribute new 
knowledge to the fields of teacher cognition and teacher efficacy, in terms of both the 
Japanese and international research literature.  
 
7.1 Summary of findings from the main study 
 
This study has examined the teacher efficacy beliefs of Japanese high school teachers of 
English. It sought to identify dimensions of JTE foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs, and 
investigated correlations between JTE teacher efficacy beliefs and years of experience, 
English language proficiency, use of English as the language of instruction, and other 
personal and contextual factors. Further, it sought to explain how such variables may 
influence teacher efficacy beliefs. The following subsections review the key findings for the 
primary research question (Section 7.1.1) and sub-questions (7.1.2). 
 
7.1.1 Results for the primary research question 
 
What are the foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs of Japanese high school English teachers? 
 
In the main study (results presented in Chapter 5), 141 respondents from 27 prefectures 
completed the online questionnaire. A total of 135 responses were analysed, with a Cronbach 
alpha of .94, indicating that the scale had high reliability. An EFA was carried out, and five 
factors of teacher efficacy beliefs were identified: Using English, Communicative Teaching, 
Teamwork, Student Achievement, and Managing Workload. Presented in Chapter 5 (Section 
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5.3), the results show that JTE self-efficacy beliefs for teaching in the current study covered 
activities related to teacher knowledge and use of English with students and other teachers 
(Using English), instructional strategies for encouraging communication and student-centered 
learning (Communicative Teaching), individual and collective beliefs about the capability of 
respondents’ teams to communicate and collaborate (Teamwork), beliefs about teachers’ 
capability to help students enter universities and develop proficiency (Student Achievement), 
and tasks related to managing time and balancing duties outside of class (Managing 
Workload). Analysis of factor composite scores showed that respondents had stronger 
efficacy beliefs for Using English and Student Achievement in comparison to the other three 
factors. Managing Workload was the factor with the lowest average composite value, which 
indicates that outside duties and challenges not related to English proficiency or teaching are 
aspects of JTE teacher efficacy where respondents had the weakest efficacy beliefs.  
 
The questionnaire did not have a strong focus on general activities outside the classroom, so 
Managing Workload was only represented by two items. However, interview findings (see 
Chapter 6, Section 6.2.4) suggest that teacher efficacy beliefs for managing the various 
demands of teaching and outside duties are a key challenge for the JTE context. Such duties 
have been shown to be a source of stress that influence teacher development (Avalos, 2011) in 
international studies. Furthermore, research in Japan (O'Donnell, 2005; Sakui, 2007; 
Underwood, 2013) has suggested that nonteaching duties influence teacher practice. 
Accordingly, results indicate that Managing Workload represents a significant dimension of 
teacher efficacy for JTEs. This finding suggests that future studies adapting conceptual 
frameworks of teacher cognition (e.g., Borg, 2003, 2006) and teacher efficacy (e.g., Wyatt, 
2015) should consider the influence of non-teaching duties, and how workload may influence 
teacher beliefs and professional knowledge. This result may also have implications for 
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professional development programs. It suggests other areas where teachers may need skills 
not necessarily related to teaching. Findings for this domain of teacher efficacy, and 
implications for practice and further research are discussed further in Section 7.7.  
 
7.1.2 Results for the research sub-questions  
 
Research sub-question 1 
1. Do Japanese high school English teachers’ years of experience correlate with their 
foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
 
In the third stage of the study, ‘years of experience’ were significantly positively correlated 
with stronger beliefs for the JTE-TES factor Student Achievement. As beliefs about capability 
to help students enter universities and develop English skills represent beliefs about teaching 
outcomes, this finding may suggest that more experienced teachers have stronger agent-ends 
beliefs (Wyatt, 2014). Experienced teachers have more experiences that they can reflect upon, 
from which they may be able to develop better routines as experts working towards 
educational outcomes (Berliner, 1988). For example, such teachers may have a better 
understanding of the skills required for success in university entrance examinations, and may 
have more refined strategies for identifying student errors and helping students build 
knowledge for language tests. Furthermore, such teachers may be more likely to also have 
broader knowledge about entrance examinations and procedures. The dimension Student 
Achievement appears to be focused on linguistic knowledge (see Section 7.2 for discussion), 
to which more experienced teachers in Japan may have a stronger orientation (Takanashi, 
2004). This finding is consistent with the ways in which self-efficacy is proposed to develop 
(see Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007): 
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greater experience working with students provides more experiences of success and failure, 
from which teachers can develop effective knowledge and skills.  
 
Past studies in East Asian Confucian contexts using adapted versions of the TSES have found 
that ‘experience as a teacher’ was related to general teacher efficacy beliefs (Cheung, 2008). 
However, results from the current study suggest that years of experience are not necessarily 
correlated with other dimensions of teacher activity related to teaching methodology 
(Communicative Teaching), collaboration (Teamwork), or regulatory beliefs about workload 
(Managing Workload) in the Japanese context. As findings from this study and extant 
research in the field have shown that teacher use of English, CLT implementation, and teacher 
collaboration are context dependent (Underwood, 2012b, 2013), this finding may indicate that 
Japanese teachers with greater years experience may not have had enactive mastery 
experiences for these dimensions (i.e. CLT, collaboration, workload management) of activity, 
despite longer years in the profession, For example, correlational findings (see Appendix K) 
suggest that older more experienced teachers are less likely to have studied English language 
as their major subject during university, less likely to have studies English via CLT, and less 
likely to have studied CLT during their pre-service training. On the other hand, as Japanese 
high schools are primarily focused on entrance examinations and the study of English for 
knowledge (Takanashi, 2004), teachers with greater years of experience may be able to utilize 
past experiences when assessing their teacher efficacy beliefs for Student Achievement. The 
implications of these findings are discussed further in Section 7.5. 
 
Point bi-serial correlations showed that novice teachers with two years experience or less had 
weaker efficacy beliefs for Using English. However, there were only seven such novice 
teachers in the study (5.4%), therefore it is difficult to assess the strength and generalizability 
322 
 
of this finding. It may reflect lower confidence for novice teachers regarding the use of 
English with students and other teachers (specifically ALT teachers), due to a lack of 
experience (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). However, there was not a significant 
relationship between Using English or novice teachers with five years of experience or less. 
This result may indicate that novice teachers can develop stable beliefs (Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) during their first two years, based on their experiences with students 
and other teachers during this time. In other words, this finding may suggest that greater 
experience does not continue to influence teacher efficacy beliefs beyond a short period for 
the dimension of Using English. Accordingly, this finding may provide support for the idea 
that teacher efficacy beliefs become stable (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2007). However, as only five per cent of respondents (n=7) reported two years of 
teaching experience or less, further research is necessary to understand this relationship.  
 
Research sub-question 2 
2. Does Japanese high school English teachers’ English language proficiency correlate 
with their foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
 
JTE English proficiency was a key factor noted by the experts in the initial interviews and 
was suggested as a variable influencing teacher efficacy beliefs. A key finding from the 
analysis of the interviews was that JTEs may be hesitant to use English with students and 
teachers, and that communication with ALTs is a challenge for some teachers. Three 
demographic variables investigated proficiency in the online questionnaire. Firstly, 
respondents were asked to self-report their most recent TOEIC scores and STEP Eiken levels, 
then estimate their current perceived Eiken level.  
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Correlational analyses showed that perceived current Eiken level had a stronger relationship 
with teacher efficacy belief dimensions than self-reported proficiency scores. Perceived 
current Eiken level was positively correlated to Using English, Communicative Teaching, 
Teamwork, and Student Achievement. The strength of the relationship was highest for Using 
English, but significant for each of the three other teaching-related dimensions of the JTE-
TES. For self-reported past test results, higher reported Eiken levels were significantly related 
to stronger beliefs for Using English and Communicative Teaching, and Using English was 
also positively related to higher TOEIC scores. Further analysis of point bi-serial correlations 
showed that efficacy beliefs for those who perceived themselves to be at or above the MEXT 
mandated level of Eiken level Pre-1 were stronger than those respondents who reported their 
level to be below the level.  
 
The findings are consistent with other studies that have investigated the relationship between 
teacher efficacy beliefs and English proficiency (Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 2011). It appears that 
English proficiency and perceived proficiency are key factors related to JTE efficacy beliefs, 
as they may inform the skills that teachers perceive to be available to them in assessing their 
capability for tasks that involve the use of English. Perceived competence (i.e., estimated 
Eiken level), rather than past performance (i.e., most recent Eiken score), had a stronger 
relationship with stronger efficacy beliefs in this study. This finding provides support for 
models of teacher efficacy development (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), in that perceptions 
of current ability are influenced by past performance and other factors such as perceived 
proficiency development (or atrophy). For example, seven per cent of respondents (n= 7) 
perceived their current Eiken level to be lower than their reported Eiken level (i.e., past test 
result) (see Section 5.2.2). Accordingly, findings suggest that teachers’ perceptions of ability 
are a stronger predictor of teacher efficacy beliefs. Section 7.3 further discusses the 
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implications of the relationship between language ability, perceived ability, and teacher 
efficacy beliefs for language tasks.   
 
Research sub-question 3 
3. Does the extent to which English is used as the language of instruction correlate 
with JTEs’ foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, how? 
 
The new Course of Study (MEXT, 2009), implemented in 2013, mandated that high school 
English classes should be conducted primarily in English. The JTE-TES asked respondents to 
self-report the extent to which English is used to mediate their classes. Few teachers reported 
that they used English 100% of the time, and the average was 52%. This suggests that 
teachers are interpreting the new Course of Study by using a combination of English and 
Japanese in their classes. There were significant relationships between ‘use of English in class’ 
and Using English, Communicative Teaching, and Teamwork. The strongest relationship was 
between the ‘use of English in class’ and efficacy beliefs for Communicative Teaching, r(121) 
= .53, p < .01. This finding aligns with the ways in which teacher English use is seen as a key 
aspect of CLT for encouraging the negotiation of meaning as part of the learning process (J.C. 
Richards, 2006). It is also congruent with bilingual approaches to language teaching, where 
functional use of the foreign language by the teacher and students should be carried out as 
much as possible (Wolfgang & Caldwell, 2009). In other words, it suggests that teachers who 
can effectively integrate English language use in to their teaching are likely to have stronger 
beliefs for certain dimensions of teacher efficacy. 
 
Furthermore, correlational findings show a strong relationship between personal experiences 
with CLT and the ‘use of English in class’ as a teaching language. For example, there was a 
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strong positive relationship between ‘in-service CLT practice’ and reported ‘use of English in 
class’, r(120) = .61, p < .01. Experiences learning via and about CLT (i.e., as a student and 
during pre-service training) were also strongly related to the ‘use of English in class’. The 
findings suggest a dynamic bi-directional relationship between particular behaviours and 
efficacy beliefs. Certain past learning experiences (i.e., CLT experience as a student, pre-
service experiences) and current behaviours (i.e., in-service practice of CLT, use of English in 
class) provide experiences upon which individuals can reflect that may influence the skills 
available to them when assessing efficacy beliefs for future practice. Figure 15 provides an 
interpretation of the relationship between these variables. 
 
Figure 15. Use of English in class, experience with CLT, and efficacy beliefs for 
Communicative Teaching and other JTE-TES dimensions 
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Correlational results (see Appendix K) of demographic items did not show a significant 
relationship between reported ‘use of English in class’ and reported (Eiken, TOEIC) or 
perceived (estimated current Eiken) English language proficiency. This finding provides 
support for recent research (Freeman et al., 2015) that views teacher English language use in 
class as a specialized purpose, not necessarily a reflection of overall proficiency. Accordingly, 
in order to attain the MEXT goal of English as the language for teaching, professional 
development activities may need to focus on language for teaching rather than overall 
proficiency development.  
 
Results also provide support for findings from other studies (Nishino, 2009; Underwood, 
2013) that have shown teacher English usage to be highly dependent on context and not 
necessarily a reflection of teacher proficiency. In other words, proficiency may inform teacher 
skill but may not predict teacher use. Greater ‘use of English in class’ was positively 
associated with contextual variables such as ‘working at a school with a special designation’, 
‘working at a public school’, teaching ‘English Expression 1’, and ‘school level’ (i.e., higher 
hensachi). Findings suggest that contextual factors may influence individuals’ perceptions of 
the difficulty of the task. For example, teachers working at schools with special designations 
are likely to be teaching students with stronger English ability and motivation. As a result, 
such teachers may perceive that it is easier to use English and implement CLT with their 
students. Accordingly, they may have stronger teacher efficacy beliefs for dimensions of 
activity that involve the use of English with students. Results are discussed further in Section 
7.3.3.  
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Research sub-question 4 
4. Do other personal or contextual factors correlate with JTE’s foreign language 
teacher efficacy beliefs? If so, which factors, and how? 
 
Past studies of teacher cognition in Japan (Nishino, 2009) have suggested exploring other 
demographic personal and contextual variables that may be related to teacher beliefs about 
language teaching. This study responds to Nishino’s call and builds upon the small volume of 
research in the field that has investigated JTE teacher belief in relation to demographic 
variables.  
 
A number of contextual and personal variables were found to be correlated with JTE-TES 
dimensions. Experience with CLT as a teacher (i.e., carrying out demonstration lessons and 
using CLT in regular classes) was strongly positively related to all five factors of the JTE-
TES. Experience with CLT as a student was associated with stronger efficacy beliefs for 
Communicative Teaching and Teamwork, while experience conducting CLT lessons at the 
pre-service level was also significantly associated with Communicative Teaching. Overall, 
‘in-service practice of CLT’ had the strongest relationship with efficacy beliefs for 
Communicative Teaching, rs  = .72, p < .01, indicating that more contextualized experience 
using CLT as a teacher is strongly associated with teacher efficacy beliefs for Communicative 
Teaching (see Figure 14). These findings suggest the importance of certain types of teaching 
experience as a factor influencing teacher efficacy beliefs, as has been proposed in teacher 
efficacy research (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 
The findings also align with broader studies of teacher learning and teaching, where teachers 
are more likely to teach in ways that they have been exposed to as language learners (Lortie, 
1975; Spooner‐Lane et al., 2009). Furthermore, age may have an indirect effect (as 
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discussed above for research sub-question 1 and in Chapter 5). For example, age and years of 
teaching experience were essentially collinear, and respondents with 5 years or less 
experience were likely to have lived or studied abroad, had more experience studying via 
CLT as students, and more experience conducting CLT during pre-service training.  
 
Results may have implications for teacher training. Findings suggest that teacher-training 
programs may be working towards greater integration of communicative teaching. They also 
suggest that institutions should continue to develop initiatives to encourage future teachers to 
learn English via communicative methodologies and practice CLT during pre-service. Finally, 
findings suggest that more experienced in-service teachers (specifically those with fewer CLT 
experiences) could be encouraged to participate, as learners, in communicative-focused 
programs. Implications for practice are further discussed in Section 7.4 and Section 8.3.1. 
 
As few studies have investigated the relationship between demographic variables and teacher 
beliefs in the JTE context, the study contributes knowledge to the field, and responds to 
Nishino’s (2009, 2012) calls for such research, by identifying a number of other variables 
with significant relationships to JTE beliefs. Personal variables that had a positive relationship 
with JTE-TES factors were ‘age’, ‘experience living or studying abroad’, and being a 
‘member of a professional development association’ (such as JALT). Contextual variables 
related to teachers’ roles (i.e., fulltime, homeroom), their classes (i.e., teaching English 
Expression 1), the hensachi level of their school (i.e., school level), as well as club and 
administrative duties. Findings suggest that such variables should be added to conceptual 
frameworks of teacher beliefs and practice (Borg, 2003, 2006) and considered as variables for 
investigation in future teacher cognition and teacher efficacy studies.  
329 
 
Finally, multiple regression analyses were carried out for each JTE-TES factor, using the 
significantly correlated variables as predictor variables. Figure 16 shows a model of the 
predictor variables and dimensions of JTE efficacy beliefs, based on the results of the 
multiple regression analyses. 
 
 
Figure 16. Predictors of JTE-TES dimensions 
 
 
As shown in Figure 16, ‘in-service CLT teaching practice’, ‘having lived or studied abroad’, 
and having a ‘perceived Eiken score at or above Pre-1’ predicted 60% of the variance in 
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Using English. In addition, 66% of the variance of Communicative Teaching was predicted by 
experience ‘living or studying abroad’, ‘use of English in class’, ‘CLT experience as a 
student’, and ‘in-service CLT practice’. A total of 36% of the variance of Teamwork was 
predicted by ‘in-service CLT practice’, the ‘average age of teaching team’ (a negative 
relationship indicating that  respondents who worked with ‘older’ teams had lower efficacy), 
and ‘perceived Eiken level to be Pre-1 or higher’. A total of 31% of the variance in Student 
Achievement could be explained by ‘in-service CLT practice’, ‘age’ (i.e., years of 
experience), ‘school level’, and being a member of the ‘university counselling committee’.  
Finally, two variables predicted 17% of the variance of Managing Workload: ‘in-service CLT 
practice’ and being the ‘manager of the English Club’ (negative relationship). As discussed in 
Section 5.5.5, the predictive power of this model was low, therefore this finding should be 
considered with caution, and further research may be needed about this dimension of teacher 
efficacy beliefs and associated contextual and personal variables (see Section 7.7 for further 
discussion about Managing Workload).  
 
7.1.3 Summary of findings  
 
Analysis of the JTE-TES questionnaire results identified five factors of teacher efficacy 
beliefs for Japanese teachers of English related to teacher language skill and use (Using 
English); methodology for teaching communicatively (Communicative Teaching); team 
communication and collaboration (Teamwork); helping students to succeed in exams and 
working to develop student proficiency (Student Achievement); and regulatory beliefs for 
dealing with various duties and workload (Managing Workload). The correlational and 
multiple regression results indicate that different personal and contextual variables are related 
to different dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. Figure 16 provides a model of the 
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relationship between JTE-TES dimensions and predictor variables, based on multiple 
regression findings.        
 
The study has identified key variables associated with stronger teacher efficacy beliefs. In-
service experience with CLT (i.e., in-service CLT practice) is a key personal variable, as are 
experiences studying via CLT and experience living or studying abroad. A key contextual 
variable identified in the study is hensachi (i.e., school level). Findings suggest that teachers 
at higher-level schools have stronger Student Achievement efficacy beliefs. The results also 
show that non-teaching duties can have both positive and negative relationships with teacher 
efficacy beliefs. For example, there appears to be a positive relationship between serving on 
the ‘university counselling committee’ and teacher efficacy beliefs for Student Achievement 
(see Section 6.3.4 for discussion about why further research is required). However, teachers 
are least confident about managing the requirements of their workload, and results suggest 
that outside duties (e.g., being the leader of the English club) may have a negative relationship 
with Managing Workload efficacy beliefs. In other words, findings provide some evidence 
that higher workload is associated with weaker efficacy beliefs. 
 
The following section discusses the extent to which the results align with and develop upon 
findings from previous teacher efficacy and teacher cognition studies. Section 7.2 focuses on 
the factor structure of the JTE-TES in relation to other studies of language teacher efficacy 
beliefs. Sections 7.3 to 7.7 discuss each of the dimensions of the JTE-TES and key personal 
and contextual predictor variables.  
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7.2 Factor structure of the JTE-TES   
 
Exploratory factor analysis of the results of the main study identified five factors of JTE 
teacher efficacy from 15 items: Communicative Teaching, Using English, Teamwork, Student 
Achievement, and Managing Workload. Factor analysis results provide further support for an 
expanded view of teacher efficacy that examines the various areas of action over which 
teachers have control. The five dimensions identified via EFA cover language capability, 
teaching duties, and outcomes related to teaching (Communicative Teaching, Using English, 
Teamwork, Student Achievement); as well as beliefs about workload balance (Managing 
Workload); and collaboration (Teamwork). Factor analysis loadings suggest that Teamwork 
reflects both individuals’ beliefs about their interaction with their teams and their perceived 
beliefs about their team’s capability for successful interactions with each other. In other words, 
this dimension appears to represent individual beliefs about both personal and collective 
efficacy beliefs. The factor loadings align most closely with the dimensions of teacher 
efficacy from Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s (2007) study of Norwegian teachers. As also discussed 
in Section 6.3.5, findings provide some support for the contention that teachers have 
individual and collective efficacy beliefs.  
 
Regarding teaching activities, in what way do the factor loadings relate to the findings of 
other studies of teacher efficacy that used Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) 
TSES scale? As discussed in Chapter 2, the TSES has been used for much of the teacher 
efficacy research in language education (Chacon, 2005; Cheung, 2006; Poulou, 2007; 
Swanson, 2010a; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009; Yilmaz, 2011). Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk 
Hoy (2001) and Swanson (2010a) identified three factors of efficacy beliefs in studies carried 
out with participants in the USA: student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom 
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management. This finding was consistent with Polou’s (2007) factor analysis of TSES results 
with pre-service teachers in Greece. However, studies of teacher efficacy beliefs using the 
TSES with participants from Confucian contexts have shown different factor models of 
teacher efficacy beliefs related to the relationship between classroom management, 
instructional strategies, and student engagement. For example, Cheung (2006) found that the 
TSES items loaded as one factor (i.e., personal efficacy beliefs for teaching) for primary 
school teachers in Hong Kong, while Tsui and Kennedy (2009) found two factors: efficacy 
for teaching and support; and efficacy for classroom management, where student engagement 
and instructional strategies’ loaded together in their study. The authors suggested this was due 
to Confucian cultural values about teaching. That is, student motivation is an aspect of 
teaching that cannot be separated from instructional decisions for teachers in the Hong Kong 
context. Other research (Ho & Hau, 2004; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009) has also suggested that the 
underlying dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs differ in East Asian Confucian contexts and 
reflect teachers’ cultural and contextual beliefs about teaching.  
 
Findings from this study provide some support for the contention that underlying dimensions 
of teacher efficacy beliefs reflect cultural beliefs about teaching, and suggest a different factor 
structure to previous studies that have adapted items from the TSES. However, it should be 
noted that due to the survey design process, TSES items were edited to reflect the JTE context, 
and that the final JTE-TES items included in this study did not include adapted versions of all 
12 TSES items. However, eight items in the final JTE-TES (see Table 65) were derived from 
the three dimensions of teacher challenge (Classroom Management, Instructional Strategies, 
and Student Engagement) identified as the underlying dimensions of the TSES by Tschannen-
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) and Swanson (2010a).  
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Table 65. JTE-TES items informed by the TSES dimensions of teacher challenge 
Dimension of Challenge             JTE-TES Items 
Classroom Management 
 give clear instructions to students in English? -
 manage the classroom adequately when students are doing -
pair work or group work? 
 use technology effectively in your lessons? (when possible -
and appropriate) 
Instructional Strategies 
 provide student-centered lessons? -
 develop appropriate assessments for evaluating your -
students’ English ability? (e.g., tests, assignments) 
 adequately identify and correct your students’ mistakes? -
Student Engagement 
 motivate students who show low interest in learning -
English? 
 provide activities in which your students can enjoy -
communicating in English? 
 
 
Factor analysis revealed that the underlying dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs for 
teaching tasks reflect beliefs about different purposes. Accordingly, JTE-TES factors do not 
appear to reflect beliefs about dimensions of challenge such as instructional strategies or 
classroom management overall, but rather beliefs about instructional strategies and 
management for encouraging communication or for encouraging knowledge. In other words, 
item loadings appeared to reflect the extent to which instructional strategies or classroom 
management strategies were focused on these two purposes. For example, the item 
‘adequately identify and correct your student mistakes’ (developed from the TSES 
instructional strategies factor) loaded with ‘helping students to develop skills to pass 
university entrance tests’ on Student Achievement rather than on Communicative Teaching 
with the instructional strategies item ‘providing student-centered lessons’. Another example is 
the item ‘manage the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group work’, 
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which was derived from the TSES classroom management factor, but loaded on the 
underlying dimension of Communicative Teaching.  
 
Thus, it appears that JTE teacher efficacy belief dimensions also reflect underlying beliefs 
about language learning and teaching (Wyatt, 2014), such as the dichotomy between beliefs 
about teaching for communication and teaching English for examination noted in the expert 
interviews and found in other studies of JTE beliefs about examinations and CLT (Nishino, 
2009, 2012; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008). For example, during the expert interviews Taka 
suggested that teachers see communication and exam preparation as completely different 
things. Accordingly, findings support Sakui’s (2004) contention that JTEs are ‘wearing two 
pairs of shoes’ in trying to encourage communication and prepare students for exams 
(Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Sakui, 2004), where the underlying dimensions of teacher 
efficacy beliefs for the Japanese context reflect underlying cognitions about different 
purposes of language teaching.  
 
Results provide some support for the idea that student engagement strategies are integrated 
with instructional decisions for teachers in the Japanese context. That is, they align with Tsui 
and Kennedy’s (2009) contention that motivation and instruction are part of one underlying 
dimension of efficacy beliefs for teachers in Confucian contexts. For example, the student 
engagement item ‘motivate students who show low interest in learning English’ cross-loaded 
on both Communicative Teaching and Student Achievement and was removed during the 
factor analysis (See Appendix L). This result suggests that this item may have informed both 
purposes of instruction and suggests that motivation and instructional strategies may be 
closely integrated for teachers in the JTE context. 
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In summary, this study supports a view of teacher efficacy where beliefs may be context 
specific rather than general across contexts and cultures (Wyatt, 2014). Findings suggest that 
there are underlying dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs for teaching and non-teaching 
tasks, including collective and individual efficacy beliefs (see Section 6.3.5 for further 
discussion). Results provide some support for previous studies of teacher efficacy beliefs in 
East Asian Confucian contexts (Ho & Hau, 2004; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009) that have suggested 
that underlying dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs reflect cultural and contextual values 
and beliefs about learning and teaching. Specifically, findings suggest that dimensions of 
teacher efficacy beliefs in the JTE context reflect beliefs about different teaching purposes. In 
other words, JTE teacher efficacy beliefs reflect capabilities for teaching to achieve different 
outcomes: communication (discussed further in Section 7.4) or knowledge (see Section 7.5).  
 
Findings also suggest that teacher efficacy beliefs appear to reflect underlying beliefs (as 
suggested by Wyatt, 2014) and the cultural context (Ho & Hau, 2004; Tsui & Kennedy, 
2009). As noted by Taka in the expert interviews, these underlying teacher beliefs appear to 
view communication and knowledge as different, ‘competing’ aspects of competence, which 
may be related to historical (Gorsuch, 1998) and cultural beliefs (Law, 1995) about teaching 
(e.g., yakudoku for exam preparation). This finding may have implications for practice in the 
broader EFL context where there is often a conflict between studying English for 
examinations versus studying English for communication (Yung, 2015). It suggests that 
teacher education may be needed to help teachers integrate communication and knowledge 
into broader models of language competence (e.g., Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 
1996) and address such underlying beliefs.  
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7.3 Teacher English language proficiency 
 
International studies of foreign language teaching efficacy beliefs have shown the importance 
of teacher language proficiency as a dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs (Swanson, 2010a) 
or as variable influencing efficacy beliefs (Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 2011). Teacher language 
use has been noted as a significant challenge for Japanese teachers (Nishino, 2008; Nishino & 
Watanabe, 2008; Sakui, 2004). The identification of the dimension Using English in this 
study of the Japanese context is consistent with and expands upon results from previous 
studies. Swanson’s (2010a) two-factor FLTES instrument for language teachers showed a 
distinction between teacher efficacy beliefs for proficiency and teacher language beliefs about 
language instruction, which is supported by findings from the current study with a distinction 
between (1) teacher efficacy beliefs for language proficiency (i.e., Using English) and (2) 
teacher efficacy beliefs for teaching (i.e., Communicative Teaching, Student Achievement). 
Thus, the factor structure of the JTE-TES suggests that English proficiency is a separate 
dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs, as found in other studies (Swanson, 2010a) and 
proposed in models of teacher beliefs, such as Nishino’s (2009, 2012) path model. This 
finding suggests that such dimensions may be generalizable to international contexts, where 
foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs (FLTEBs) are likely to include efficacy beliefs for 
foreign language capability. Therefore, it provides an avenue for future research. Studies in 
other contexts should explore the relationship between efficacy beliefs for language and 
capability and teaching tasks. 
 
This study also extends the results of the Swanson (2010a) and Nishino (2009) studies, by 
developing knowledge about specific tasks (i.e., areas of control) where teacher language 
proficiency influences efficacy beliefs. Swanson (2010a) and Nishino (2009) both assessed 
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capability at the domain level and did not focus on contextualized use of language. However, 
it is generally recognized that teacher language use is specialized (K. E. Johnson, 1995), and 
that the language use requirements of conducting lessons in English and working as language 
teachers require purposeful training and skills (Freeman et al., 2015). The JTE-TES items 
develop knowledge about specific tasks that are usage challenges facing English teachers. For 
example, the JTE-TES dimension Using English is represented by four items that reflect two 
key areas of teacher language use for the Japanese context: (1) the use of English with ALTs 
(i.e., other teachers), and (2) students. Results suggest that JTEs face challenges related to 
collegial and professional talk (having a conversation versus planning a lesson) with 
colleagues, alongside different challenges for communicating with students (e.g., giving 
instructions). Therefore, these findings could be helpful for future studies that investigate 
teacher language use in Japan and international contexts. Results may also inform 
professional development opportunities for English teachers. For example, they suggest 
specific tasks that could be integrated into training.  
 
The findings also provide support for previous studies (Nishino, 2008; Nishino & Watanabe, 
2008; Sakui, 2004) that have shown English language use is a significant challenge for 
Japanese teachers. Nishino and Watanabe (2008) argued that the use of English in class with 
students may be a particular challenge for Japanese teachers, where their “authority might be 
tarnished if they make mistakes in front of their students” (p. 134). Glasgow (2014b) noted 
that some teachers, who perceived their pronunciation to be poor, showed anxiety about 
making mistakes in front of students. Findings from the expert interviews also support this 
issue and indicated that teacher-student language use is a key challenge for JTEs (see Section 
6.3.2). For example, Taka suggested that once teachers use English, interlocutors could judge 
their ability easily. He suggested that ‘pride’ may influence teachers’ language use. Other 
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experts (Maki, Yuri) suggested that it is difficult for teachers to maintain their language 
ability. Correlation findings provide support for this finding. As discussed in Chapter 5, seven 
per cent of teachers reported their current perceived Eiken level to be lower than their most 
recent score. These results may have implications for areas where teacher development is 
needed, namely, providing opportunities for teachers to develop, improve, and maintain their 
language ability.  
 
Finally, teacher use of English may be important for encouraging student self-efficacy. 
Kawashima (2013) found that exposing students to non-native varieties of English (i.e. JTE 
use of English in class) helped them to develop positive attitudes towards such varieties, and 
influenced student ‘self-confidence’. Given that English is now a ‘lingua franca’ used for 
international communication, these findings suggest that professional development activities 
should also develop JTEs’ awareness of English as an international language (EIL) and their 
role in helping students to prepare to use English for the negotiation of meaning. Such 
development measures may address the issue of ‘pride’ found in the expert interviews, as 
activities that develop awareness may help teachers’ to develop their identity as global 
English users. 
 
7.3.1 Beliefs about English language proficiency and teacher efficacy beliefs 
 
Previous studies of teacher efficacy have suggested that self-reported English proficiency and 
perceived English proficiency are significant variables associated with self-efficacy beliefs for 
teaching (Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 2011), while L2 self-efficacy was shown to influence beliefs 
about English teaching in the Japanese context (Nishino, 2009, 2012). Chacon (2005) and 
Yilmaz (2011) showed that teachers with higher assessments of their English proficiency 
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level were more likely to have stronger teacher efficacy beliefs. The current study supports 
these findings; higher perceived and reported proficiency was significantly correlated with the 
four dimensions of the JTE-TES related to English usage and teaching. Therefore, it appears 
clear that English proficiency is a key skill associated with teacher confidence and is crucial 
for informing the skills that teachers call upon. 
 
The results appear to support ways in which efficacy beliefs have been proposed to be 
assessed. As shown in Figure 17, efficacy beliefs involve an assessment of available 
‘resources’ (i.e., perception of competence for the task) and an analysis of the task difficulty 
(Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Accordingly, contextual and personal factors may influence teacher 
efficacy beliefs by contributing to available skills and task difficulty.  
 
 
 
Figure 17. Process of self-efficacy assessment and development (adapted from Gist & 
Mitchell, 1992) 
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Findings from this study suggest that when English usage is a part of the task (e.g., Using 
English, Student Achievement), there is a relationship between perceived skill (which is 
informed by past experience, i.e., actual proficiency) and stronger teacher efficacy beliefs. 
When language proficiency is not a part of the task and does not influence task difficulty 
(e.g., Managing Workload), there is no significant relationship. Furthermore, there is a 
stronger relationship between teachers’ self assessment of language proficiency and 
dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs when proficiency is a greater part of the task (i.e., 
Using English). While these findings are intuitive, they have clear implications for how 
teacher efficacy beliefs may influence practice. They suggest that development activities can 
influence teacher efficacy beliefs by helping teachers to improve and maintain their English 
skills (e.g., language training to strengthen skills available); and via activities that support 
teachers to perceive themselves as successful (e.g. awareness that helps them to perceive 
themselves as successful users of English as an international language).  
 
7.3.2 Predictors of Using English 
 
As shown in Figure 18, multiple regression analysis identified three predictors of Using 
English: ‘in-service CLT practice’, experience ‘living or studying abroad’, and having a 
‘perceived Eiken score at or above pre-1’ (i.e., at or above the MEXT mandated level for 
English teachers). Although previous research in East Asian Confucian contexts (Cheung, 
2006, 2008) have found that greater years of teaching experience predicted general teacher 
efficacy, this finding suggests that experiences with English (rather than teaching experience 
overall) inform the skills and strategies available to teachers (i.e. more internal resources and 
available skills) that influence perceived teacher efficacy beliefs. Teachers who have lived or 
studied abroad may have had experiences that develop skills (i.e. knowledge) and help 
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teachers to interpret the complexities of performance (i.e., contribute to strategies for dealing 
with task difficulty). Future studies should investigate the ways in which factors influence 
teacher efficacy beliefs. 
 
 
Figure 18. Predictors of Using English 
 
 
Multiple regression findings provide support for results from other studies (Nishino, 2009, 
2012; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009), and develop knowledge about factors that may 
influence teacher efficacy beliefs. Standardized beta weights indicate that ‘in-service CLT 
practice’ is the strongest predictor of Using English. Analysis of zero-order correlations (as 
suggested by Nathans, Oswald, & Nimon, 2012) helps explain how this variable may 
influence teacher efficacy beliefs for Using English. The variable ‘in-service CLT practice’ is 
strongly correlated with greater ‘use of English in class’ and previous experiences with CLT 
(i.e., as a student and during pre-service). It is also associated with being a member of a 
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professional development organization, and more time teaching with an ALT (see Appendix 
K). This finding is consistent with results from Nishino’s (2009) exploratory study of JTE 
beliefs and practices. Based on interview data, Nishino (2009) proposed that teachers could 
develop confidence in their English and CLT capability through the use of English in class. 
Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009) also reported that experience from teachers’ actual 
contexts are important for providing skills that they can draw upon in the assessment of their 
teacher efficacy beliefs. Thus, this finding has intuitive implications for practice. As 
Thompson and Yanagita (2015) have also suggested, training initiatives should provide 
teachers with experiences using CLT in their context and sufficient support and feedback to 
help make such experiences enactive mastery experiences. Such experiences may have an 
effect on teacher beliefs, as they may encourage use of English in class, provide experiences 
and skills that teachers can draw upon in the future, and therefore strengthen teacher efficacy 
beliefs for Using English.  
 
In addition, the present study also found that the variable ‘living or studying abroad’ provides 
a significant positive contribution to Using English (β = .36, see Figure 18), a finding that is 
consistent with other research (Ball, 2000; Martinsen, Baker, Bown, & Johnson, 2011; Meara, 
1994) concerning the relationship between participation in study abroad and perceptions of 
language proficiency development. For example, studies have shown that participants report 
improvements in their language proficiency via experience speaking in the L2 (Meara, 1994), 
developments in their proficiency and other aspects of knowledge such as cultural 
understanding (Ball, 2000), and have stronger ‘confidence’ for using the foreign language 
(Ball, 2000; Martinsen et al., 2011). Finally, Tanaka and Ellis (2003) found that participating 
in a study abroad program led to stronger self-efficacy beliefs about English for Japanese 
language learners.  
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Results from this study develop knowledge about the relationship between teacher efficacy 
beliefs and study abroad. In a study of teacher efficacy beliefs, Chacon (2005) found that 
‘study abroad’ did not have a relationship with teacher efficacy dimensions. However, in that 
study, Chacon used an adapted TSES instrument that assessed efficacy beliefs for student 
engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies. In other words, Chacon’s 
study focused on a limited number of teacher efficacy belief dimensions. On the other hand, 
Cushner and Mahon (2002) found that student teachers who had studied abroad appeared to 
be more resilient, and suggested that such activities helped develop (general) self-efficacy. 
Findings from this study suggest that study abroad experience positively influences teacher 
efficacy beliefs when skills derived from such experiences are related to the task. Study 
abroad experiences may provide a range of opportunities for teachers, such as mastery 
experiences from successful use of English in different contexts; greater linguistic and 
pragmatic knowledge; and opportunities to develop communicative strategies. Therefore, 
experience abroad is likely to influence teachers’ perceptions of their competence for tasks 
that involve the use of English. This finding may suggest that language teacher education 
programs should encourage teachers to spend time abroad. However, as discussed in Section 
5.4.4 (see Table 51), there may also be an indirect relationship between ‘age’ and ‘living or 
studying abroad’, in that younger novice teachers are more likely to have had such 
experiences, thus future studies should also explore the relationship between these two 
variables.  
 
Finally, results show a significant positive relationship between perceptions of English ability 
and stronger efficacy beliefs. As discussed above, this finding is consistent with previous 
studies (Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 2011). It also relates to how efficacy beliefs have been 
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proposed to be assessed using perceptions of competence (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) 
rather than actual competence. Thus, although there was a significant positive relationship 
between self-reported Eiken and TOEIC proficiency, these variables were not significant 
independent predictors of Using English. Furthermore, perceived Eiken level was only 
weakly related with reported Eiken level: a total of 55% of participants reported the same 
level, 38% reported a higher level, and 7% reported a lower level.8 The results suggest that 
perceived competence is more than a reflection of past achievement. This finding provides 
support for Tschannen-Moran et al.’s (1998) assertion that teacher efficacy beliefs reflect 
perceived competence. Thus, as discussed above, professional development efforts should not 
only focus on improving and maintaining teachers’ actual proficiency, but also their 
perceptions of proficiency (e.g. as users of English as an international language).  
 
7.3.3 Teaching in English 
 
Results showed a significant positive relationship between efficacy beliefs for Using English 
and English proficiency (i.e., Eiken, TOEIC), and a relationship between Using English and 
the ‘use of English in class’ as the language of instruction. However, there was no significant 
relationship between ‘use of English in class’, and reported or perceived English proficiency. 
Analysis of the demographic variable correlation matrix provides some explanation for this 
somewhat counter intuitive finding (see Appendix K). The ‘use of English in class’ as a 
language of instruction is more strongly related to contextual variables such as ‘working at a 
school with a special designation’, ‘greater time teaching with an ALT’, and working at a 
                                                
8 While it is difficult to make inferences, this difference may reflect perceptions of 
improvement from past results (i.e., improvement since taking the test) perceptions that 
previous results did not reflect their actual competence, or perceived atrophy. 
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school with a higher academic level (i.e., school level). It was also negatively related with 
working at a private school. These findings provide support for results from other studies 
(Nishino, 2009, 2012; Underwood, 2013) that have suggested contextual factors influence the 
use of English in class. For example, in a study of the beliefs of four JTEs, Underwood (2013) 
noted that all participants had high English proficiency. However, observation results showed 
that only one teacher used English to a significant extent in class. Underwood (2013) 
suggested that there were institutional and contextual factors which constrained “even highly 
fluent teachers’ capacity or willingness to use English” (p. 294).  
 
Accordingly, results may have implications for the implementation of the new Course of 
Study in Japan, and provide an area where future research is necessary. For example, findings 
suggest that school type may influence teachers’ use of English as a language for instruction. 
Teachers at private schools reported using English significantly less than teachers at public 
schools; less time teaching with an ALT; more time checking and grading student work; and 
were more likely to have graduated from teacher training programs with a major that was not 
English or education. Although these findings are beyond the scope of this study (i.e., are not 
specifically related to the relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and associated 
variables), they do suggest that school type may be an important variable influencing teacher 
practice in some contexts, and provide an area for future investigation.  
 
Concerning the relationship between ‘use of English in class’ and English proficiency, 
findings suggest that teachers may have English competency, but may not actually use 
English in class due to contextual factors. Therefore, the relationship between English 
proficiency and ‘use of English in class’ does not appear to have a direct relationship. Thus, 
while results suggest that efforts to improve teacher English proficiency are important for 
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helping teachers to develop skills that they can draw upon in the assessment of their efficacy 
beliefs and use when teaching (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007), context also 
influences the assessment of efficacy beliefs (Gist & Mitchell, 1992) and practice (Bandura, 
1997). Thus, steps to improve teacher proficiency and implement greater use of English as 
part of the Course of Study may require different strategies, because efforts to encourage 
greater use of English in class will also need to address contextual factors that influence 
teachers’ efficacy beliefs and intentions (Underwood, 2013). 
 
7.3.4 Section summary 
 
In summary, many of the results from this study support and expand upon findings from 
previous studies. Analysis of contextual and personal predictors of teacher efficacy beliefs 
indicate that past task-related experiences are key for predicting teacher efficacy, suggesting 
that such experiences contribute to perceived competence by providing more opportunities for 
reflection (i.e., experiences which can be interpreted as mastery experiences from the use of 
English in class with students, ALTs, or from use of English abroad) and by informing 
perceived skills that teachers can draw upon (i.e., perceived English proficiency). 
Accordingly, findings suggest that teacher language proficiency may be a key influence on 
(certain) dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs and practice. However, other findings also 
suggest that contextual variables and experiences may have a stronger influence on teaching 
practice. These issues are discussed further in the following section, with respect to JTEs’ 
efficacy beliefs about CLT. 
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7.4 Beliefs about communicative language teaching  
 
The present study showed that CLT is a key area of teacher practice (i.e., area over which 
teachers have control), represented by the dimension Communicative Teaching. Factor 
analysis revealed that the items that loaded on Communicative Teaching were concerned with 
managing pair and group work, providing communicative activities, and having student-
centered lessons. These items reflect key concepts of CLT (J.C. Richards, 2006) and the item 
loadings provide support for Sakui’s (2004) contention that JTEs have conceptual 
understandings of CLT as an approach. For example, the dimension includes tasks noted as a 
key challenges for Japanese teachers in the implementation of CLT, such as classroom 
management and facilitation (Sakui, 2007); using materials and encouraging communication 
(Sato & Kleinsasser, 1999; Taguchi, 2005), and encouraging student-centered learning (Butler, 
2011; Humphries & Burns, 2015).  
 
Findings build on knowledge from previous studies of teacher efficacy beliefs in the Japanese 
context. Using path analysis, Nishino (2009) reported that beliefs about CLT, which she 
labelled ‘CLT self-efficacy beliefs’, mediated teachers’ beliefs about language learning and 
practice of CLT. As discussed in Chapter 2, Nishino used the terms ‘self-efficacy’ and 
‘perceived teaching efficacy’ in her interpretation of the path analysis findings, however the 
items were not written to reflect self-efficacy theory in accordance with efficacy scale 
development guidelines (e.g., Bandura, 2006). Specifically, items were not future-oriented 
(i.e., usually operationalized by ‘can’). Findings from studies with items that were not 
specifically written to reflect self-efficacy have been challenged in recent reviews of teacher 
efficacy (Klassen et al., 2011; Wyatt, 2014) with calls for teacher efficacy research to more 
strongly reflect self-efficacy theory.  
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Findings from this study provide support for Nishino’s (2009) results, in that Communicative 
Teaching (i.e., teacher efficacy beliefs for CLT) is strongly related to greater use of CLT. 
Findings also develop upon her results, as each of the items developed for this dimension 
were informed by Nishino’s (2009) items, but with a stronger theoretical focus on self-
efficacy (i.e., a ‘can’ construct). Thus these findings contribute to knowledge of the field, as 
they provide further theoretical support for the construct of CLT teacher efficacy beliefs in the 
Japanese context, and provide items that can be used in future teacher efficacy studies. 
Furthermore, the study develops knowledge about factors influencing teacher efficacy beliefs. 
For example, findings suggest that factors not included in Nishino’s (2009) final model (see 
Section 2.3.3, Figure 5), such as ‘living or studying abroad’ and ‘CLT experience as a 
student’, may need to be added to models of JTE teacher cognition and frameworks of teacher 
cognition (Borg, 2003, 2006). 
 
Correlational analyses found 18 variables associated with Communicative Teaching efficacy 
beliefs. The study responds to Nishino’s (2009, 2012) call for studies to identify other 
personal and contextual variables associated with teacher beliefs, and makes an original 
contribution to knowledge about variables related to JTE beliefs about teaching. For example, 
the present study shows significant relationships between Communicative Teaching and 
variables such as ‘living and studying abroad’ (personal), ‘membership in a teaching 
association’ such as JALT (personal), ‘school level’ (contextual), and ‘teaching English 
Expression 2’ (contextual). These findings could be used to inform teacher training and 
provide areas that could be explored in future studies. For example, findings suggest that 
being a member of an in-service professional development organization such as JALT is 
associated with stronger teacher efficacy beliefs, which may indicate the value of such 
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organizations for helping teachers to develop skills. However, on the other hand this result 
could also suggest that teachers with stronger efficacy teacher beliefs are more likely to be a 
member of such organizations. For example, analysis of the demographic correlation matrix 
(see Appendix K) suggests that members of such organizations are more likely to have post 
graduate qualifications, have lived or studied abroad, and have higher perceptions of language 
ability. Accordingly, these findings provide areas that future research should explore in more 
depth, in order to understand the direction of influence between the variables and teacher 
efficacy beliefs.  
 
Extending upon previous studies (Butler, 2011; Nishino, 2012; Sakui, 2004) the present study 
demonstrated that contextual factors may influence teachers’ perceptions of task difficulty. 
For example, teaching ‘English Expression 2’ had a negative relationship with CLT, which 
may suggest that teachers’ perceptions of the curriculum or text (Underwood, 2010) may 
influence their perceptions of the difficulty of effectively implementing CLT in their context. 
That is, it may influence their Communicative Teaching beliefs. Another example is ‘school 
level’, which was identified as a key variable in the first stage of this study (discussed in 
Section 6.2.2). Experts suggested that hensachi (i.e., a reflection of school level) would 
positively influence teacher practices via discipline (i.e., less need to focus upon discipline) 
and student ability (i.e., students with stronger skills). Correlational findings support this 
finding; analysis identified that ‘school level’ was positively associated with stronger teacher 
efficacy beliefs. This finding contradicts previous studies that have suggested that teacher 
concerns about school level were a factor working against the implementation of CLT 
(Underwood, 2013). It may be that school level influences teachers’ beliefs both positively 
(i.e., better students, better discipline) and negatively (i.e., need to maintain hensachi by 
focusing on examinations rather than communication) in the Japanese context. Thus, it seems 
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that this factor should be further considered, specifically due to the predictive relationship 
between ‘school level’ and Student Achievement (discussed in Section 7.5). 
 
7.4.1 Predictors of Communicative Teaching 
 
Findings provide support for results from the expert interviews and previous studies 
(Humphries & Burns, 2015; Nishino, 2009, 2012) that have suggested a positive relationship 
between (perceived) English proficiency and teacher beliefs about CLT. As discussed in the 
previous section, Nishino (2009, 2012) found that teachers’ perceptions of their language 
ability influenced their CLT efficacy beliefs. Findings from the current study show a 
significant correlation between Communicative Teaching beliefs, actual proficiency, and 
perceived proficiency (See Table 47, Section 5.4.2).  
 
However, as shown in Figure 19, multiple regression analysis suggests that proficiency and 
perceived proficiency may not be significant predictors of Communicative Teaching. This 
finding suggests that while proficiency may inform beliefs about CLT, it may be that such 
knowledge (proficiency) and perceptions (perceived competence) do so indirectly via CLT 
practice. Such a relationship would support findings from previous studies. For example, 
Humphries and Burns (2015) found that teachers’ perceptions of language ability influenced 
their willingness to adopt CLT. Demographic correlation results show a significant positive 
relationship between proficiency and perceived proficiency for ‘in-service CLT practice’. 
Thus proficiency and perceived proficiency may contribute to knowledge that informs CLT 
practice.  
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Figure 19. Predictors of Communicative Teaching 
 
 
However, as discussed in Section 7.3.3, results also show that there is no significant 
relationship between English proficiency and ‘use of English I class’ (i.e., the goal of the 
MEXT). These findings raise questions about the need for efforts to develop teachers’ English 
proficiency that do not also attempt to develop teachers’ use of English in their context. 
Nishino (2009) has suggested that teachers can improve both their English and CLT ability 
via practice in their contexts, and recent studies (Freeman et al., 2015) have suggested that 
teacher language use in class represents a specialized purpose. Therefore, findings suggest 
that development initiatives should attempt to do both (i.e., develop teachers’ specific 
proficiency for teaching) via contextualized practice.  
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Findings suggest that previous experiences are significantly related to stronger beliefs for 
Communicative Teaching (see Figure 20). Correlational findings show a significant 
relationship between previous experiences with CLT as students, during pre-service training, 
and in-service teaching. These findings align with both Nishino’s (2009) and Borg’s (2003) 
conceptual frameworks of teacher beliefs. They also align with research in the field of teacher 
efficacy that has shown relationships with previous training experiences (Wyatt, 2014, 2015). 
 
Figure 20. A proposed relationship between experience and teacher efficacy beliefs 
 
 
Results also build upon previous work by identifying proposed relationships between 
variables and beliefs. For example, Nishino (2012) suggested that teachers apply ideas from 
other sources to their teaching, such as skills developed from professional activities or skills 
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learnt while studying abroad. Findings suggest that experiences abroad make an independent 
contribution as a predictor of both Using English and Communicative Teaching (see Figure 
20). Accordingly, this study suggests that this variable needs further investigation. 
 
As with Using English, results suggest that experiences are key influences of stronger 
efficacy beliefs. Nishino (2009) suggested that pre-service learning experiences would 
independently contribute to teacher beliefs. However, in the current study, ‘in-service CLT 
practice’ and ‘CLT experience as a student’ were found to make independent contributions to 
Communicative Teaching beliefs, where pre-service CLT experiences had a much stronger 
relationship with learning via CLT (i.e., as a student). These findings have a number of 
implications.  
 
Firstly, in-service experiences explained a significant proportion of the variance in 
Communicative Teaching. This finding provides some support for previous studies (Nishino, 
2009, 2012; Thompson & Yanagita, 2015) that have noted the importance of in-service 
training. For example, Thompson and Yanagita (2015) suggested that in-service CLT 
experimentation is key for developing JTE ‘confidence’ for the implementation of CLT. 
Results also provide support for studies in the field of teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & 
McMaster, 2009) that have suggested that importance of ‘real’ experiences for developing 
teacher self-efficacy beliefs. These experiences may also be vicarious. For example, from 
interviews with four teachers, Nishino (2012) noted that the participants “learned teaching 
techniques from their colleagues, including ALTs” (p. 392). Accordingly, this finding may 
have implications for teacher training. It supports a focus on in-service development, but 
prompts reflection as to what the best practices for encouraging effective development may 
be. As this study has also noted that colleagues may work against innovation and that 
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Teamwork efficacy beliefs are weaker for individuals working with older teams, these 
findings suggest that efforts are needed to identify best in-service teacher development 
practices that support CLT development and the use of English for teaching within the 
collective high school teaching environment. Section 7.6 discusses this issue in more depth, 
and provides suggestions for future research.  
 
7.4.2 Teacher efficacy beliefs and previous learning experience  
 
Findings highlight the importance of previous learning experiences on beliefs about teaching, 
and expand upon results from previous studies of JTEs (Humphries & Burns, 2015; Nishino, 
2012; Underwood, 2013). Firstly, research has shown that teachers are likely to be influenced 
by the ways in which they learned as students (Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Lortie, 1975; 
Spooner‐Lane et al., 2009). The ‘apprenticeship of observation’ (Lortie, 1975) appears to be 
a generalizable influence across teaching contexts. However, most studies in Japan have 
highlighted the negative influence of previous learning experiences (specifically yakudoku) on 
teachers’ beliefs and practice for language teaching (Humphries & Burns, 2015; Nishino, 
2012; Underwood, 2013). A number of studies have also shown how in-service training can 
positively influence JTE CLT practice (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007; Lamie, 2001), and studies 
have also noted developments in pre-service teachers’ skills (Nagamine, 2007).  
 
However, few studies have shown the influence of previous learning experiences as students 
on positive CLT teacher beliefs. For example, student learning experiences were not found to 
influence teacher beliefs or practices in Nishino’s (2012) path model. The finding that 
previous student CLT learning experiences has a significant positive relationship and is a key 
predictor of Communicative Teaching efficacy beliefs appears to be an important result. This 
356 
 
finding develops upon previous work and makes an original contribution to knowledge in the 
field. It supports Nishino’s (2012) proposition that such experiences are likely to influence 
beliefs, and provides implications for practice. As suggested by the experts in the first stage of 
the study, teacher-training programs should focus on providing future teachers with 
experience learning via CLT methodologies, as such experiences may act as “a filter” 
(Watzke, 2007, p. 75) for future pedagogy. 
 
7.4.3 Teacher efficacy beliefs and overseas experience  
 
Results also showed that time living or study overseas makes a significant contribution as a 
variable predicting Communicative Teaching efficacy beliefs. This finding provides some 
support for previous studies (Kurihara & Samimy, 2007) that found in-service professional 
development in an overseas setting positively influenced beliefs about CLT. Such experiences 
may influence teachers via the ‘apprenticeship of observation’ (Lortie, 1975), or may 
influence self-regulatory processes (e.g., persistence) as suggested by Cushner and Mahon 
(2002).  Nishino (2012) provided one example of a student applying knowledge acquired 
during overseas study (as a student) that influenced their teaching in Japan. In a study of four 
pre-service EFL teachers in Japan, Nagamine (2007) found that study-abroad experiences 
influenced teachers’ beliefs about the purpose and means of studying English. Thus, these 
results may suggest that time abroad influences knowledge and the internal resources 
available to teachers. Analysis of the demographic variable correlation matrix (see Appendix 
K) shows a positive relationship between time overseas and ‘TOEIC’, ‘use of English in 
class’, along with ‘CLT experience as a student’ and CLT experiences during pre-service 
training (i.e., studying, observing and practicing CLT). These results suggest that time abroad 
may influence efficacy beliefs by providing skills and experiences that teachers can draw 
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upon as resources when assessing their Communicative Teaching efficacy beliefs (see Figure 
20). On the other hand (as mentioned in the previous section), Cushner and Mahon (2002) 
have suggested that the experience of overcoming problems influenced student teachers’ 
persistence, and that working in varied situations gave them more experiences to draw upon 
as teachers.  
 
Thus, while findings from this study suggest that overseas experience is a useful predictor of 
Using English and Communicative Teaching efficacy beliefs, the findings have not shown 
how this variable may influence teacher (efficacy) beliefs in Japan. In what ways does 
overseas experience influence JTE teacher efficacy beliefs? It should be noted that the JTE-
TES questionnaire did not specifically ask participants about which country they visited (i.e., 
it is not clear whether English was the primary language for communication in the country 
respondents visited). Thus, it appears that this variable requires further investigation, as new 
policies in Japan have made overseas study mandatory for English junior and senior high 
school teachers in some prefectures (The Japan Times, 2013). It may be that ‘living or 
studying abroad’ is strongly associated with time in countries where English is spoken as the 
primary language (e.g., USA, New Zealand), and English is studied a second language (i.e., 
ESL rather than EFL). In such contexts, it is likely that teaching and teacher training 
emphasizes CLT oriented-approaches (Bax, 2003). Thus, while the findings from this study 
suggest that these experiences do positively influence teacher efficacy beliefs, future studies 
should attempt to confirm such a relationship, and investigate how overseas experiences 
influence teacher beliefs. 
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7.4.4 Section summary 
 
In summary, the results discussed in this section support findings from other studies that have 
shown CLT to be a significant teaching challenge for Japanese teachers. Findings develop 
upon previous knowledge by showing that teacher efficacy beliefs for Communicative 
Teaching reflect previous personal experiences as teachers and students. Multiple regression 
findings highlight the individual contribution of overseas experience as a predictor of 
Communicative Teaching efficacy beliefs, although research is needed into how this variable 
influences teacher efficacy beliefs. 
 
7.5 Student Achievement and the influence of university entrance tests 
 
Student Achievement reflects a dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs for the Japanese context 
focused on teachers’ beliefs about their capability to influence future student outcomes. As 
discussed in Section 6.3.1, this dimension appears to reflect JTE beliefs about the skills 
required for university examinations and accuracy (i.e., linguistic knowledge), in contrast to 
beliefs about communication (i.e., pragmatics and communicative strategies). It supports 
findings from other studies (Butler, 2011; Kikuchi, 2006; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008) that 
have suggested a divergence between beliefs about learning for communication versus 
learning for exams. For example, in a study of four teachers, Underwood (2013) found that 
the participants saw CLT and exam preparation as competing pressures. Takahashi (2004) 
suggested that the primary aim of language education was university entrance or ‘EEE’ 
(English for entrance examinations) rather than teaching for communication. Meanwhile, in a 
study of 14 teachers, Sakui (2004) noted the dichotomy in perceptions about CLT and 
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entrance exams and found that teachers prioritized entrance exam preparation as ‘serious’ 
study.  
 
The item loadings may suggest that English ‘proficiency’ is perceived as linguistic accuracy 
in the JTE context. For example, during the expert interviews, Saki suggested that the item 
‘how confident are you that you can increase students’ English proficiency?’ would be 
interpreted by participants with respect to students’ ability to pass entrance exams (i.e., 
linguistic knowledge), rather than a broader sense of language competency. As suggested 
earlier, this result implies that teacher education may be needed to help teachers integrate 
communication and knowledge into broader models of language competence (e.g., Bachman, 
1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996). It also suggests an area for future study, that is, 
investigating JTEs’ pedagogic knowledge and language awareness in relation to their teacher 
efficacy beliefs. 
 
7.5.1 Predictors of Student Achievement 
 
Multiple regression analysis found that two personal variables and two contextual variables 
predicted 31% of the variance of this dimension: ‘in-service CLT experience’, ‘age’ (which 
was essentially collinear with ‘years of experience’), ‘school level’, and being a ‘member of 
the university counselling committee’ (See Figure 21). The variable ‘in-service teacher CLT 
practice’ was positively related to, and a key predictor of, Student Achievement. This finding 
supports Taka’s suggestion during the expert interviews that teaching communicatively and 
teaching for entrance exams are not opposite aims. Although results from this study and 
findings from other studies (Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Sakui, 2004; Underwood, 2013) 
have suggested a disconnect between teacher beliefs about CLT and university entrance 
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examination preparation, it is also important to remember that studies have also shown 
examples of teachers who are attempting to achieve both aims (Nishino, 2012; Thompson & 
Yanagita, 2015; Underwood, 2013). 
 
 
Figure 21. Predictors of Student Achievement 
 
 
7.5.2 Teacher efficacy beliefs and years of teaching experience 
 
Findings from this study develop upon our understanding of the relationship between years of 
teaching experience and teacher efficacy beliefs. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) 
suggested that teachers with less experience may have fewer mastery experiences to draw 
upon, thus teacher efficacy beliefs should be stronger for teachers with more years of 
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experience. A number of studies (Imants & De Brabander, 1996; H. L. Lin, Gorrell, & Taylor, 
2002; Swanson, 2010a) have provided support for this contention, including studies from East 
Asian Confucian contexts (Cheung, 2008), where more years of teaching experience were 
associated with stronger general teacher efficacy beliefs. On the other hand, in a study of EFL 
teachers in Venezuela, Chacon (2005) found no relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs 
and ‘years of experience’. Results from the current study may develop knowledge about these 
conflicting results. Findings suggest that the variable ‘year of experience’ may only be 
associated with certain dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
In the current study, the variable ‘years of teaching experience’ was strongly associated with 
teacher efficacy beliefs for Student Achievement, but not other dimensions of the JTE-TES. 
For example, Student Achievement had a significant correlation with ‘years of experience’, 
‘age’, ‘two years of experience or less’, and ‘five years of more experience or less’ as a 
teacher. Multiple regression analysis showed that age (collinear with years of experience, see 
Section 5.4.4) made a significant independent positive contribution as a predictor of Student 
Achievement (see Figure 21). These findings indicate that teachers with more experience are 
likely to be more confident for this dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs. Accordingly, 
findings from this study support the contention that there is a significant relationship between 
years of experience and teacher efficacy beliefs. However they question the extent to which 
beliefs of practicing teachers are ‘stable’ (Pajares, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), as findings suggest that teacher efficacy beliefs for 
some dimensions of activity may continue to develop as teachers have more experience as a 
teacher.  
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Certain dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs may continue to be influenced by greater 
experience (i.e., such as more years helping students to enter universities) when such 
experiences provide opportunities to continue to develop skills that inform the task. Results 
suggest a reflective process (Wyatt, 2015) may be occurring, where more experiences provide 
teachers with more information to inform strategies  that are developed over time, in context. 
See Figure 22 for a representation of this relationship. 
 
 
Figure 22. A model of the relationship between Student Achievement and predictor variables 
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This finding also suggests a number of avenues that future studies should explore, such as (1) 
whether students taught by more experienced teachers perform better on entrance 
examinations; (2) the extent to which JTEs beliefs about strategies for Student Achievement 
change over time; and (3) why more experienced teachers are more confident about their 
capability to influence student achievement. For example, future studies could investigate the 
relationship between language teachers' pedagogic knowledge (Gatbonton, 1999), experience, 
and teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
7.5.3 Teacher efficacy beliefs and contextual variables 
 
Findings expand upon results from other studies that have shown that contextual variables 
influence teacher beliefs (Nishino, 2009, 2012) and teacher efficacy (Phan & Locke, 2015). 
The variables ‘school level’ and ‘university counselling committee member’ both had a 
positive relationship with Student Achievement. However, this study suggests that these 
variables may act in different ways (see Figure 22).  
 
Firstly, ‘school level’ may influence perceptions of task difficulty (Tschannen-Moran et al., 
1998), which is consistent with Taka’s suggestion from the expert interviews that academic 
level influences the difficulty of the challenge for teachers (i.e., influences teachers' 
perceptions of difficulty). As discussed in Section 6.2.2, experts suggested that working at a 
school with a higher academic level makes teaching easier due to better discipline and higher-
level students. Thus, this finding appears to make an original contribution to knowledge in the 
field, and suggests that this contextual variable positively influences the beliefs and practices 
of JTEs.  
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This finding may also have implications for practice. Experts (Riho, Ken) suggested that 
teachers from lower-level schools may reject ideas from higher-level schools. This result may 
suggest that professional development initiates should be more closely focused on the specific 
teaching contexts of the audience. For example, it may suggest that a greater number of 
lower-ranked kyotenko (model) schools are required (see Section 7.3 for further discussion). 
Although this study suggests ways in which hensachi may positively influence beliefs, future 
studies should further investigate how this variable is associated with teachers' perceptions. 
Given the contradictory results from the small body of research that has discussed this 
variable (i.e., this study and  Underwood, 2013), it seems that future research is necessary to 
explore the relationship between school level, teacher efficacy beliefs, and pedagogic 
practice.  
 
Secondly, the finding that participation on a school committee is associated with stronger 
teacher beliefs develops upon the very small body of research (O'Donnell, 2005; Underwood, 
2013) that has investigated the influence of outside duties on teacher beliefs in the JTE 
context, where studies have generally noted the influence of such variables to be negative 
(O'Donnell, 2005; Underwood, 2013). Thus, this finding increases knowledge about the 
relationship between outside duties and teacher beliefs. It shows that the relationship may be 
positive for some areas of teacher activity.  
 
In comparison to school level, this thesis suggests that being a member of the university 
counselling committee may provide certain teachers with experiences and opportunities from 
which they can develop knowledge or strategies for helping students (i.e., perceived 
competence) that they draw upon when assessing their teacher efficacy beliefs for Student 
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Achievement (see Figure 22). However, this contention should be tested and investigated 
further in future studies. For example, it may be that teachers with stronger efficacy beliefs 
volunteer for such committees, or that more experienced teachers are automatically placed on 
such committees. Thus, this finding identifies a relationship that should be investigated 
further.  
 
This result may also have implications for practice and teacher development. For example, 
schools could manage their internal placements more effectively by placing and rotating 
novice teachers onto university counselling committees, as a means of helping such teachers 
to develop knowledge and skills. This finding also implies that the teaching skills and 
strategies needed to help students achieve in the JTE context (i.e., pass university entrance 
examinations) are developed over time. Thus, if departments and teams can effectively 
collaborate, experienced teachers can perform a valuable role as mentors to early career 
teachers. Therefore, schools should seek best practices that support the transfer of knowledge 
and support (i.e., effective mentorship) but do not negatively influence innovation, as has 
been shown in other studies (M. Cook, 2009; Underwood, 2012a). Accordingly, this finding 
also suggests that future research should further examine effective mentorship practices in the 
JTE context. 
 
7.6 Teamwork, collaboration, and the social nature of teacher practice 
 
The Teamwork dimension incorporated items from two dimensions of teacher challenge 
identified in the first stage of the research, Working with Colleagues and Team Efficacy. The 
‘team’ items (see Section 4.3.1) were designed to reflect “individual perceptions about their 
school’s collective capabilities” (Klassen et al., 2010, p. 470). Personal teacher efficacy 
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beliefs and perceived collective efficacy beliefs have been shown to be different constructs in 
other contexts (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). Although there was a 
strong positive relationship between the factors, collaboration (i.e., an individual teacher-
efficacy belief construct) was shown to be a separate dimension from perceived collective 
efficacy in a study of Norwegian teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for teaching (Skaalvik & 
Skaalvik, 2007).  
 
However, in the current study, exploratory factor analysis findings did not support a 
distinction between individual and collective teacher efficacy beliefs (see Table 66). Results 
suggest that Teamwork reflects both individuals’ beliefs about their interaction with their 
teams and their perceptions about their team’s capability for successful interactions with each 
other. That is, the dimension reflects individual beliefs about personal and collective 
capability for tasks related to collaboration.  
 
Table 66. Teamwork items and dimensions of teacher challenge 
Dimension of Challenge Items that loaded on Teamwork 
Working with Colleagues  sharing teaching ideas and materials with colleagues -
Team Efficacy 
 team’s capability to communicate ideas effectively? -
 team’s capability to develop teaching materials, syllabus, -
and assessments collaboratively? 
 
 
These results may reflect the social nature of teacher practice in Japan, the social nature of 
shared challenge within the dimension of collaboration, or both. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) 
argued that individual perceptions are closely related to and informed by perceptions of 
collective capability. This finding may suggest that the differences between individual and 
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collective capability are strongly correlated for this domain (i.e., collaborative practice), and 
therefore load together. However, this finding may also suggest that the distinction between 
perceptions of collective and individual capability is culturally dependent. As discussed in 
Section 6.2.6, findings from the expert interviews proposed that social persuasion is a key 
factor for the development of teacher efficacy beliefs in the JTE context. Results support 
Oettingen’s (1995) contention and Phan and Locke's (2015) finding that feedback is likely to 
be stronger in the development of efficacy beliefs in collectivist cultures. Therefore, JTEs’ 
interpretations of the evaluative judgments of colleagues may be given greater weight due to 
the interdependent, collective nature of Japanese culture and emphasis on group approval and 
collective action (Kitao & Kitao, 1985). Accordingly, perceptions of individual capability 
may be strongly related to perceptions of collective capability, and heavily dependent on 
teachers' perceptions of their capability as a part of, and in relation to, their group. In other 
words, the combination of perceived individual and collective capabilities in Teamwork may 
reflect individuals’ aligning their beliefs about their personal capability with their beliefs 
about the collective capability of their group. Thus, findings suggest that further research is 
needed. Future studies should investigate the relationship between perceptions of individual 
and collective capability further in the JTE context, as the present study did not support 
findings from other studies (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Ware & Kitsantas, 2011) that have 
reported a clear distinction between individual and collective efficacy beliefs.  
 
7.6.1 Predictors of Teamwork 
 
A multiple regression analysis (see Figure 23) found that two personal variables 
independently contributed as significant predictors of stronger efficacy beliefs for Teamwork, 
‘in-service CLT practice’ and perceptions of English ability (i.e., perceived Eiken at or above 
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Pre-1). As noted in the expert interviews, teachers often collaborate for syllabus and lesson 
preparation, and this finding suggests that teachers with more experiences using CLT are 
more likely to be confident to share ideas. Furthermore, ‘in-service CLT practice’ is also 
positively associated with being a ‘member of a teaching association’ and more ‘time 
teaching with an ALT’, thus teachers with more in-service CLT experiences may also have 
more opportunities for collaboration. 
 
 
Figure 23. Predictors of Teamwork 
 
 
Previous studies (Chacon, 2005; Yilmaz, 2011) have found that perceptions of language 
proficiency positively influenced teacher efficacy beliefs, and the skills that influence this 
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domain of teacher control may be influenced by perceptions of proficiency, as people are 
likely to feel more confident for activities for which they perceive themselves to have more 
competence (Pajares, 1996). In other words, teachers who perceive themselves to have higher 
English proficiency may be more confident to share ideas for judgment by other professionals. 
 
7.6.2 Teacher efficacy beliefs and the composition of the team 
 
The third variable that made a significant contribution as a predictor of Teamwork is the 
‘average age of the teaching team’, for which there was a negative relationship. This finding 
indicates that social perceptions also influence teachers’ perceived efficacy, and that this 
variable may influence perceptions of task difficulty in context (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). In 
other words, it may suggest that teachers perceive it harder to collaborate effectively with 
teams that are, on average, made up of older teachers. This finding supports results from the 
expert interviews (see Chapter 6, Section 6.2.5) and expands upon other studies in the JTE 
context (M. Cook, 2009; Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004). Interview findings suggested that 
established (older) teachers influence novice (younger) teachers with pressure against change 
and innovation. Findings also support extant research in the Japanese context, that has 
reported the social culture of schools (M. Cook, 2009; Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004; Underwood, 
2012b) reinforces existing practice. Results may also develop knowledge in the field. As the 
current study surveyed teachers from 27 prefectures across Japan, this finding indicates that 
the relationship may be generalizable to the JTE context on a wider scale. For example, 
previous studies have presented results from studies from one school (Sato & Kleinsasser, 
2004) or with few participants (Underwood, 2012b).  
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Although findings suggest that teaching team age and composition may influence beliefs, 
future research is needed to investigate how this variable may influences beliefs. For example, 
it may be that younger teachers disagree with existing practice (Thompson & Yanagita, 2015) 
and wish to implement change, or it may reflect cultural practices that emphasize respect for 
elders (Kitao & Kitao, 1985). Such factors may cause anxiety or stress (Bandura, 1997) for 
individuals trying to balance communication and respect. As stronger individual perceptions 
of individual and collective efficacy have an inverse relationship with stress (Betoret, 2006; 
Göker, 2012; Klassen et al., 2010), future studies could investigate teacher beliefs for 
Teamwork against perceptions of stress, and investigate the cultural and situational factors 
that influence teachers' perceptions about collaborative practice.  
 
As discussed in Section 6.2.5, findings may provide some implications for practice and 
development. They suggest that efforts are needed to provide teams with support that 
overcomes the possible barrier of age and seniority on teamwork. Effective collaboration is 
important for teacher development (Rosenholtz, Bassler, & Hoover-Dempsey, 1986), and 
collaborative problem solving has been suggested as the key ingredient for school, rather than 
individual change (Hawley & Valli, 1999). However, studies of JTEs have shown ineffective 
collaboration at Japanese high schools (M. Cook, 2009; Thompson & Yanagita, 2015). As 
other countries, which have similar cultural characteristics (e.g., Korea), are also in the 
process of curriculum change (Choi, 2015; Choi & Andon, 2014) where collaborative action 
may encourage positive results (Choi, 2015), findings from this study may also have 
implications for the wider Asian and international context. Accordingly, this study raises a 
question for consideration in the JTE and wider context, which is how to encourage 
successful collaboration. 
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7.6.3 Towards effective collaboration 
 
Findings from the expert interviews revealed that ‘successful’ collaborative efforts involved 
the use of outside consultants and strong leaders, to encourage team members to make 
decisions and support the process. Effective leadership and outside assistance may be 
effective in breaking the established social culture within the team (that works against change 
and collaboration), due to respect for such individuals as leaders or (respected) outsiders. 
There is support from the literature for these findings. For example, leadership has been found 
to be key for encouraging development (Göker, 2012; J. Zimmerman, 2006), while previous 
studies in Japan have shown outside support has encouraged collaboration (Sato & Takahashi, 
2008). Studies from other fields (e.g., manufacturing, see Olivella et al., 2008) have suggested 
that effective teamwork in the Japanese context involves a change in the functions of 
leadership, with a greater focus on support and facilitation. Therefore, developmental efforts 
may need to focus on leadership training for senior teachers and principals by applying 
empirical evidence from other areas (see above) to education. Findings also suggest that 
future studies should investigate best practices and positive leadership, rather than negative 
practices that inhibit collaboration.  
 
7.7 Teacher efficacy beliefs for non-teaching tasks 
 
As discussed in Section 6.2.4, duties outside class were a key challenge found in the thematic 
analysis of the expert interviews, a finding that is consistent with other studies of JTEs 
(O'Donnell, 2005; Underwood, 2012b) and in research of Japanese teachers overall 
(LeTendre, Baker, Akiba, Goesling, & Wiseman, 2001). Managing Workload reflects a 
dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs related to time management and workload balance. 
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These tasks have been commonly investigated in other teacher efficacy beliefs studies as 
factors of stress or burnout (Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; 
Swanson, 2010b). However, few studies have identified beliefs about such tasks as a separate 
dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs. For example, Schwarzer, and Hallum (2008) used items 
related to coping with stress and pressure in their study of teacher efficacy in Germany (i.e., 
as part of a teacher efficacy scale), while Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) identified a factor 
called ‘coping with challenges’ using confirmatory factor analysis in their study of 
Norwegian teachers. The dimension also included a range of challenges related to curriculum, 
innovation, and working with colleagues.  
 
While the JTE-TES included items related to innovation (i.e., teach according to the Course 
of Study), working with colleagues (i.e., support new teachers effectively), and preparation 
(i.e., adequately prepare for classes), exploratory factor analysis found that only the two items 
related to time management and balancing outside duties loaded on Managing Workload. 
Accordingly, findings provide further support that teacher efficacy belief dimensions in 
different countries are context specific (Wyatt, 2014). Loadings suggest that the Managing 
Workload dimension focuses on self-regulatory beliefs related to time management and task 
planning (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997; B. J. Zimmerman, 2002) that may be crucial for the 
Japanese context. In other words, it suggests that this dimension of self-regulatory beliefs may 
relate to the contextual challenges faced by Japanese teachers concerning the requirement for 
successful strategies to manage competing teaching, administration, club, and other outside 
duties. Accordingly, survey results appear to develop upon expert interview findings and 
results from other studies (O'Donnell, 2005; Underwood, 2012b) about how non-teaching 
duties may influence teacher beliefs in the Japanese context. For example, O'Donnell (2005) 
contended that teachers must "bear the burden of balancing curricular and extra-curricular 
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roles" (p. 313). The Managing Workload dimension may provide a means of measuring 
teacher beliefs about their capability for balancing such competing demands on their time and 
the control beliefs that mediate their behaviour. As a result, the items from this dimension 
could be used in future studies.  
 
Findings extend knowledge about high school English teachers’ beliefs concerning their 
workload in Japan. Both expert interview results and questionnaire findings revealed that non-
teaching duties were key challenges influencing teacher beliefs. These findings develop upon 
previous studies (O'Donnell, 2005; Underwood, 2012b) by suggesting that JTE teacher beliefs 
about workload, and regulation beliefs about managing workload, may be generalizable to the 
JTE context. For example, previous studies used interview data from five (O'Donnell, 2005) 
and ten (Underwood, 2012b) teachers, while the first stage of this study used interviews with 
six experts. Questionnaire findings suggest that the challenge of workload balance may be 
general to the wider JTE context, as the exploratory factor analysis results were generated 
from a relatively large sample of JTEs (n = 135) from 27 prefectures across Japan.  
 
Furthermore, averages of composite scores suggest that teachers have the lowest confidence 
for Managing Workload (see Section 5.3.2). As the dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs 
were positively correlated, efforts to develop teacher efficacy in other domains of teacher 
activity may also have a positive influence on this dimension of efficacy beliefs. However, 
findings also suggest that strategies and developmental opportunities for JTEs may need to 
focus more on providing teachers with skills and strategies for workload balance and control. 
For example, while there are programs that provide teachers with strategies for coping with 
stressors such as discipline (Shimazu, Okada, Sakamoto, & Miura, 2003), future training 
experiences could focus on task-focused strategies (Chang, 2009) for time management and 
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‘emotional control’ (Kyriacou, 2001) for stress management, as well as on skills related to in-
class teaching and English proficiency. 
 
7.7.1 Predictors of Managing Workload 
 
Multiple regression analysis (see Figure 24) explained only 17% of the variance in the factor 
Managing Workload, with two variables that independently contributed as predictors, ‘in-
service CLT practice’ and ‘being the manager of the English Club’. Expert interview results 
suggested that administrative and club duties were key variables influencing the dimension of 
workload. Given the low percentage of variance that was explained by the model, it seems 
clear that future research is needed to understand the different aspects of this dimension, and 
the variables associated with this area of teacher activity.  
 
 
Figure 24. Predictors of Managing Workload 
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7.7.2 Variables that may influence Managing Workload beliefs 
 
Correlational analyses may develop knowledge about the relationship between teacher 
efficacy beliefs for workload management and personal and environmental factors. As few 
studies have investigated this relationship, the current study contributes original knowledge to 
the field by identifying variables positively and negatively associated with teacher beliefs for 
Managing Workload. Findings also raise further questions about how such variables influence 
teacher beliefs. Therefore, results both develop knowledge and provide avenues that future 
studies should explore. For example, correlational analyses found that stronger teacher 
efficacy beliefs for Managing Workload were positively associated with two contextual 
variables: ‘school level’, and ‘working at a school that was previously a SELHi’.  
 
Previous studies have suggested that discipline (Chang, 2009) is associated with teacher stress, 
while teachers at schools with better support systems and coping resources (e.g., 
psychologists, resource specialists) have been shown to have stronger teacher efficacy beliefs 
and be less likely to experience burnout (Betoret, 2006). Accordingly, the variables ‘school 
level’ and ‘working at a school that was previously a SELHi’ may influence Managing 
Workload by reducing stress and making workload easier to manage (e.g. discipline and 
motivation at higher level schools) or via different systems for workflow management and 
support (e.g., SELHi schools may have different processes or support systems). Future studies 
could investigate such contexts and try to identify how these variables may be related to 
teacher beliefs for workload regulation.  
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Multiple regression findings indicated that personal and contextual experiences are associated 
with stronger and weaker beliefs for this dimension. For example, teachers with greater CLT 
experience (i.e., more ‘in-service CLT practice’) may feel more confident about Managing 
Workload as the new COS is not “contrary to their own pedagogical understandings” 
(Moriarty, Edmonds, Blatchford, & Martin, 2001). They may not need to spend time in 
adapting to the new curriculum guidelines (e.g., teaching in English, emphasizing 
communication), and therefore may be less likely to suffer stress. On the other hand, teachers 
with less experience and contrary beliefs may have greater difficulty. Accordingly, such 
teachers may require further support and training in order to integrate new approaches. Thus, 
findings may imply that development efforts could identify teachers with contrary beliefs and 
‘burnout proneness’ (Kahn et al., 2006) and implement special programs to help them develop 
skills and strategies to cope with the changes to the new COS.  
 
On the other hand, respondents who were in charge of the English ‘club’ were more likely to 
have weaker teacher efficacy beliefs for Managing Workload (see Figure 24). Contextual 
experiences may negatively influence teacher efficacy beliefs, influence emotional exhaustion 
(Brouwers & Tomic, 2000), and lead to burnout (Maslach et al., 2001). Previous studies of 
JTEs (O'Donnell, 2005) have suggested that teachers are overburdened. Other studies of 
Japanese teachers (Hisashige, 1993; Yorimitsu et al., 2014) have suggested that time 
pressures and role burdens may lead to ‘disillusionment’ and burnout. Thus, contextual 
experiences (e.g., club and administrative duties) may push teachers towards emotional 
exhaustion and burnout (see Figure 25). At such an “endpoint of unsuccessful coping” 
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007, p. 614), teachers may perceive themselves to have failed in their 
duties (e.g., lack of preparation), resulting in enactive mastery experiences that influence 
teacher efficacy beliefs negatively (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000). 
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Figure 25. Experiences and factors that may influence Managing Workload beliefs 
 
 
Such stressors may also influence affective states (Bandura, 1997), where aversive reactions 
(i.e., stress, fatigue) may influence teacher efficacy beliefs negatively (Brouwers & Tomic, 
2000). Although the causal relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs, emotional 
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exhaustion, and burnout remains unclear (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007), extant research 
(Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007) has shown a negative relationship 
between burnout and teacher efficacy. In other words, teacher burnout is less likely for more 
efficacious teachers. This study suggests variables (see Figure 25) that future research could 
investigate in order to understand the relationship between self-regulatory teacher efficacy 
beliefs, teacher stress, and teacher burnout. 
 
7.7.3 Section summary 
 
In summary, this study expands knowledge about the challenge of non-teaching duties and 
workload management beliefs. Non-teaching duties have been recognized as contributing to 
teacher exhaustion and attrition in the Japanese context (Ujioka, 2015; Yorimitsu et al., 2014), 
and findings from this study support results from other studies that have noted the influence 
of club and other duties on language teachers’ beliefs and stress (O'Donnell, 2005; 
Underwood, 2013). Although this dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs is relatively weak (i.e., 
only two items), findings suggest that this dimension may be the most challenging for JTEs, 
and perhaps for Japanese teachers more generally (Hisashige, 1993; Yorimitsu et al., 2014). 
Research has suggested that teachers with a lower sense of efficacy experience more stress 
(Betoret, 2006; Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012) and that workload contributes towards stress 
(Collie et al., 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Accordingly, findings suggest that more research 
is needed into the self-regulatory teacher efficacy beliefs of JTEs and factors that may 
influence such beliefs. 
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7.8 Chapter summary 
 
This chapter has discussed the findings from the exploratory factor analysis of the JTE-TES 
and results from the correlational and multiple regression analyses carried out between JTE-
TES dimensions and demographic variables. Findings were discussed in relation to previous 
teacher efficacy and beliefs studies carried out in Japan and internationally. Results show that 
teaching and non-teaching domains of teacher efficacy for the Japanese context reflect the 
continuing educational, social, and cultural challenges of working in Japanese high schools 
(i.e., CLT versus entrance examinations, challenge of workload balance). For example, 
dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs in the current study appear to highlight the divide 
between teaching communicatively (Communicative Teaching) and teaching for entrance 
examinations (Student Achievement), findings which are consistent with other studies (Butler, 
2011; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Sakui, 2004). Results also suggest that dimensions of 
activity related to non-teaching duties, such as collaboration with workmates and workload 
balance, are key challenges for the JTE context. Results develop upon findings from narrower 
scale studies (O'Donnell, 2005; Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004; Thompson & Yanagita, 2015; 
Underwood, 2012b, 2013) by suggesting that these challenges are generalizable for the wider 
JTE context. 
 
Findings contribute to international knowledge about the relationship between self-efficacy 
beliefs for language use and tasks that involve the use of language. Other studies have shown 
a significant positive relationship between language tasks and perceptions of language ability 
(Chacon, 2005; Mills et al., 2006; Yilmaz, 2011), a result confirmed in the current study. 
Findings show that English tasks are a key dimension of teacher efficacy beliefs (i.e., Using 
English), and that proficiency (i.e., competence) and perceptions of language proficiency (i.e., 
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perceived competence) are positively related to stronger efficacy beliefs for teaching 
(Communicative Teaching, Student Achievement) and collaboration (Teamwork). Tschannen-
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) explained that efficacy beliefs reflect “a motivational 
construct based on self-perception of competence rather than actual level of competence” (p. 
5), and results support this finding. For example, perceptions of proficiency were more 
strongly related to efficacy beliefs than reported proficiency. Finally, results show areas of 
teacher challenge (Managing Workload) where English proficiency is not related to efficacy 
beliefs. In other words, results suggest that variables influence different dimensions of teacher 
efficacy beliefs accordingly to the extent to which they inform the task. Results suggest that 
efforts to develop teachers’ language proficiency may be likely to contribute to stronger 
efficacy beliefs. However, findings also suggest that development efforts may be needed to 
develop teachers’ perceptions of their language competency.  
 
The study also contributes to international teacher efficacy research by investigating the 
relationship between individual and collective efficacy beliefs, an area where calls have been 
made for more research (Klassen et al., 2011). Factor analysis results found that individual 
teacher efficacy beliefs and collective efficacy beliefs for collaboration load together. This 
finding differs from previous international studies (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Ware & 
Kitsantas, 2011), and may reflect a stronger focus on individuals’ aligning their beliefs about 
their personal capability by considering them in relation to their group (Kitao & Kitao, 1985). 
Correlational findings suggest that contextual variables (e.g. ‘age of teaching team’) may 
influence teacher efficacy beliefs. Therefore, as discussed in Section 7.6, further research is 
needed to understand the relationship between collaboration, contextual variables such as age 
and experience, and cultural influences for collaboration in the JTE context.  
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This study showed positive relationships between teacher efficacy and three factors: ‘years of 
experience’ as a teacher (research sub-question 1); language proficiency/perceptions of 
language proficiency (research sub-question 2); and ‘use of English in class’ as a language of 
instruction (research sub-question 3). However, findings suggest that these variables do not 
have a significant relationship with all dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
The study responds to Nishino’s (2009) call for research to identify further variables which 
may influence teacher beliefs (i.e., research sub-question 4). Other studies (Nishino, 2009; 
Sakui, 2007; Smylie, 1988) have suggested that contextual variables such as class size, school 
type, and in-service and pre-service experiences influence teacher beliefs. This study 
contributes new knowledge to the field, by identifying the predictive relationship between the 
personal variable ‘living or studying abroad’ (Using English, Communicative Teaching) and 
the contextual variable ‘school level’ (Student Achievement) with certain dimensions of 
teacher efficacy beliefs. Results also identified contextual variables, such as the ‘age of the 
teaching team’ (Teamwork) and administrative duties (Managing Workload) that have 
significant negative relationships as predictors of dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. 
Accordingly, results suggest a number of variables that appear to influence teacher efficacy 
beliefs, and should be explored further in future research. 
 
Self-efficacy judgments reflect perceptions of competence (i.e., perceived existing skills) that 
are influenced by perceptions of task difficulty (i.e., task, context) (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). 
Results indicate that when personal or contextual variables do not influence the task or 
perceptions of task difficulty (e.g., English proficiency and Managing Workload), there is no 
significant relationship. On the other hand, findings suggest a close relationship between 
stronger efficacy beliefs and greater experience with the task or skills informing the task (i.e., 
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informing perceptions of competence via skills or past experience). Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1 
introduces a revised model of teacher efficacy belief assessment that is informed by these 
findings. 
 
Previous studies have reported a relationship between overall experience as a teacher and 
teacher efficacy (Cheung, 2006). However, in the current study, ‘years of experience’ as a 
teacher only significantly predicted Student Achievement. From successfully and 
unsuccessfully helping students to improve their English and enter universities, teachers may 
reflect upon their actions, and (perceive themselves to) develop more effective teaching 
strategies. In other words, greater experience is likely to lead to more opportunities of 
perceived successful interventions and enactive mastery experiences (Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2007), as perceived unsuccessful experiences can also inform future efficacy 
via reflection (Cheung, 2006; Wyatt, 2014, 2015). Accordingly, results provide some support 
for the proposed positive influence of teaching experience on teacher efficacy beliefs 
(Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). However, findings also suggest 
that teacher efficacy beliefs may continue to develop, rather than becoming ‘stable’, a result 
that contradicts Bandura’s (1997) assertion that beliefs would become steady overtime.  
 
Findings from correlational analyses suggest a significant positive relationship between 
efficacy beliefs and experience with the task (or aspects of task). For example, individuals 
with more experience teaching CLT (i.e., with the task), studying via CLT (i.e., experiencing 
the task) and with the use of English in class (i.e., skills informing the task) were more likely 
to have stronger teacher efficacy beliefs for Communicative Teaching. Likewise, individuals 
who had lived or studied abroad may have developed skills and had experiences that they can 
draw upon when assessing their teacher efficacy beliefs about Communicative Teaching and 
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Using English. Accordingly, the relationship between predictor variables and teacher efficacy 
beliefs provides support for the ways in which self-efficacy beliefs have been proposed to be 
assessed (Bandura, 1997; Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), in that 
individuals are likely to have stronger self-efficacy beliefs for tasks in which they perceive 
themselves to have more competence (Pajares, 1996).  Thus higher perceptions of language 
proficiency are positively related with Communicative Teaching, Using English, Teamwork, 
and Student Achievement, as perceived English competence appears to inform the task. 
Findings also suggest that knowledge from experience (e.g., use of English in class) has a 
stronger influence than decontextualized knowledge (e.g., English proficiency). Accordingly, 
findings provide implications for teaching training, specifically that development efforts may 
be more effective if they provide teachers with contextualized training and practice. These 
implications are discussed further in Chapter 8, Section 8.3.1. 
 
Finally, although the study identified key contextual variables related to teacher efficacy 
beliefs (e.g., school level, age of teaching team) for some dimensions of teacher efficacy 
beliefs, personal variables such as ‘in-service CLT experience’, ‘living or studying abroad’, 
and perceived language proficiency were key (i.e., primary) predictors for each dimension of 
teacher efficacy beliefs. These findings suggest that perceptions of competence based on 
attributions from ‘real’ past experiences are stronger (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009) 
than contextual variables as influences in the assessment of self-efficacy beliefs. Again, these 
findings may suggest that efforts to strengthen teacher efficacy should focus on programs and 
activities that develop the skills available to teachers via contextualized training experiences. 
 
This chapter has discussed the results of the main study in relationship to previous studies of 
teacher beliefs and efficacy in Japan and other contexts. It outlined the ways in which the 
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current study is consistent with other studies, the areas where the current study develops upon 
previous results, and the original contributions made by the study. The next chapter reviews 
the contributions of the study to theory, methodology, and practice. It discusses the 
implications from the results for the development of English teaching and English teacher 
efficacy at the high school level in Japanese and other contexts. Finally, Chapter 8 introduces 
suggestions of areas for future research and the limitations of the study. 
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CHAPTER 8. IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
The development of language education in Japan (and other contexts where English is learned 
as a foreign language) has followed a process over recent years that has redefined the role of 
language instruction and reinforced a focus on communication. Under the revised Course of 
Study (MEXT, 2009), would teachers be confident to implement more communicative 
language teaching and use English more in their classes, given that previous reform efforts 
have been difficult to implement in Japan due to the influence of entrance examinations, 
teaching knowledge, and contextual factors? This study has explored the dimensions of 
Japanese high school English teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for teaching English, and 
investigated personal and contextual variables related to JTE teacher efficacy beliefs. Because 
of the limitations of the data collection, this study cannot claim to be generalizable to all 
Japanese contexts. However, the study does provide insights into Japanese and other EFL 
contexts concerning the nature of foreign language teacher efficacy beliefs, and factors related 
to stronger and weaker efficacy beliefs. The study also contributes to theory, practice, and 
methodology for investigating beliefs.  
 
Therefore, this chapter reviews the implications of the study for the Japanese and broader 
international context. The chapter is divided into five sections: contributions and implications 
from the study for theory (8.1), methodology (8.2), and practice (8.3); limitations of the study 
and suggestions for future research (8.4); and final reflections from the study (8.5).   
 
Overall, this study contributes to the growing body of knowledge in the field concerning 
teacher efficacy for language teaching (Chacon, 2005; Swanson, 2010b; Yilmaz, 2011; 
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Yough, 2008). Discussion continues about challenges for the field of teacher efficacy research 
(Klassen et al., 2011; Wyatt, 2014), such as (1) developing a better understanding about 
teacher efficacy beliefs and the sources of teacher efficacy beliefs; (2) operationalizing 
teacher efficacy using measures with strong construct validity; and (3) making efficacy 
research more valuable and practical. The following three subsections show how the current 
study contributes to the field of teacher efficacy research in these three areas. 
 
8.1 Contributions of the study to theory and knowledge in the fields of teacher efficacy and 
teacher cognition 
 
The study responds to calls from researchers for further research on teacher efficacy, and 
contributes to a number of gaps in the research literature. Table 67 summarizes the areas 
where the study responds to calls for further research.  
 
Table 67. Summary of contributions of the study 
Call for research  Researchers 
Teacher efficacy    
 in international contexts - Klassen et al. (2011) 
 in Confucian contexts - Tsui and Kennedy (2009) 
 and teaching experience - Chacon (2005) 
 and language proficiency - Chacon (2005)  Nishino (2011) 
 and previous learning experiences - Nishino (2009, 2011) 
 development -
Klassen et al. (2011)  
Oettingen (1995) 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) 
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8.1.1 Towards a revised model of the teacher efficacy development and assessment process 
 
Wheatley (2002) and Wyatt (2014) have suggested that teacher efficacy beliefs should be 
considered context-specific and goal oriented. Teachers may have strong efficacy beliefs for 
some tasks and aspects of their work, but not others, where efficacy beliefs change according 
to context. Findings from this study suggest that teacher efficacy beliefs are context-specific; 
they vary by task, dimensions of challenge, and by context. Accordingly, results from this 
study provide support for Wyatt’s (2014) contention that adapting models (such as 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s TSES, 2001) to different contexts may limit the 
effectiveness of the research in fully exploring the key areas of challenge for the research 
context. Thus, while the TSES may have value for cross-cultural comparison of teacher 
efficacy dimensions, it also may not attend to key areas of teacher control. On the other hand, 
as was shown in this study, the TSES can play an important role in informing instrument 
development. Therefore, findings from this study question the use of adaptation of 
instruments from other contexts without efforts to also respond to the key areas of teacher 
control and challenge (Bandura, 2006). Accordingly, this thesis does not propose a general 
‘model’ of teacher efficacy dimensions, but a model of teacher efficacy dimensions for the 
JTE context, and key variables associated with JTE teacher efficacy (see Figure 16, Section 
7.1.2). As other studies (R. Goddard et al., 2000, 2004; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Swanson, 
2010a; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) have significantly influenced the 
development of the JTE-TES, it is hoped that the current study may influence future research 
efforts. For example, future studies in Japan and could use or adapt the JTE-TES, while 
studies in other contexts may be informed by the JTE-TES items and dimensions. 
 
388 
 
Debate continues about the extent to which teacher efficacy beliefs are stable across tasks and 
contexts, or open to change. Researchers have suggested that efficacy beliefs remain 
relatively constant (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009), and that it takes 
major change to influence development in individuals’ efficacy beliefs. Wyatt (2014) 
challenged this view and suggested that efficacy beliefs represent capabilities for specific 
contexts, and therefore should change and respond to any change in context.  
 
Findings from this study suggest that context appears critical in the assessment of efficacy 
beliefs, while previous and ongoing experiences appear to inform teacher efficacy beliefs by 
contributing to the skills that individuals’ perceive to be available to them. Furthermore, 
findings suggest that this process may continue for dimensions of activity where greater 
experience continues to help individuals build more effective strategies (e.g., ‘years of 
experience’ and Student Achievement). In other words, teacher efficacy beliefs may not be 
stable. Such beliefs may continue to develop for some domains of activity, and are assessed in 
changing contexts.  
 
This thesis suggests some revisions to Gist and Mitchell’s (1992) model of the process of self-
efficacy development and assessment. The revised model (Figure 26) emphasizes the 
importance of context. Significant changes in context are likely to have a major influence on 
teacher efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). For example, 
in the current study, Saki explained how her confidence for collaboration and teamwork 
changed dramatically when she moved schools. However, changes in teaching situations may 
influence teacher efficacy beliefs in a more nuanced fashion (e.g., indirectly via student 
motivation or level). For example, ‘school level’ is associated with stronger efficacy beliefs 
for a number of JTE-TES dimensions. Thus, findings support the idea that the malleability of 
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efficacy beliefs is context specific (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Therefore, the revised model 
locates perceptions of skills, task requirements, and efficacy beliefs within the teaching 
context. It also places feedback in context, as the extent to which feedback in attended to may 
be influenced by the cultural context that the individual is working within (discussed further 
in Section 8.1.3 and 8.1.4). 
 
 
Figure 26. Revised model of teacher efficacy assessment and development process 
 
 
Findings suggest that teacher efficacy beliefs represent beliefs about competence based upon 
perceptions of past experiences and social feedback. As the model implies, greater experience 
(i.e. more cycles of the process) provides more potential sources of teacher efficacy 
information. Such experiences add to the skills and knowledge available to teachers, and are 
likely to influence other underlying beliefs. Perceptions of enactive experiences developed 
over time may influence individuals’ assessment of their perceived competence for tasks. 
Thus, to continue the previous example, were Saki to move back to her previous school, it 
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may be likely that her efficacy beliefs would not change as dramatically and may be stronger 
than during her time working at the first school, because the skills she perceives to be 
available to her may have developed from her experiences at both schools. In other words, 
past and present experiences may influence teacher efficacy beliefs when they develop skills 
informing the task (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). This issue is discussed further 
in the next section. 
 
8.1.2 The importance of past and present experience  
 
It is generally accepted that previous experience influences teacher efficacy beliefs (Bong & 
Skaalvik, 2003; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009; Wyatt, 2014) by contributing to the 
skills that teachers can draw upon in their assessment of their efficacy beliefs for tasks (see 
Figure 26). Teacher cognition research has also suggested that teachers draw heavily upon 
past learning experiences (Borg, 2003, 2006).  Findings from this study suggest that past 
experiences are strongly related to teacher efficacy beliefs. For example, more CLT 
experience as a student (including pre-service CLT experience) was associated with stronger 
Communicative Teaching beliefs. Another example is the relationship between experience 
living and studying abroad and teacher efficacy beliefs for Using English and Communicative 
Teaching, where more experience was related with stronger beliefs. Accordingly, it appears 
that previous experiences may influence the skills (e.g., language proficiency) or strategies 
(e.g., adaptation for context) that teachers can call upon when assessing their efficacy beliefs 
for tasks and dimensions of teacher challenge. 
 
Individuals with more vicarious (e.g., participating in CLT classes as a student or observing 
CLT classes) and personal experiences (e.g., carrying out CLT demonstration lessons) were 
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more likely to have stronger teacher efficacy beliefs. This finding suggests that past vicarious 
experiences contribute to knowledge and skills, that is, perceived competence. However, in-
service experiences using CLT were the strongest predictor of teacher efficacy beliefs for all 
five dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. In other words, findings suggest that individual 
mastery experiences provide a stronger influence on teacher efficacy beliefs, a result that is 
consistent with the ways that efficacy beliefs are proposed to develop (Bandura, 1997). 
Findings suggest that perceptions of competence based on attributions from actual past 
teaching experiences (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009) in context (Wyatt, 2014) may be 
key in the development (and assessment) of self-efficacy beliefs. These findings have some 
clear implications for practice, which are discussed in Section 8.3.  
 
8.1.3 The influence of context 
 
This study has highlighted the importance of context, and develops our understanding about 
the ways in which variables may influence different dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs. 
Although personal factors (such as ‘in-service CLT practice’, ‘use of English in class’, and 
‘living or studying abroad’) were stronger predictors of teacher efficacy beliefs, contextual 
factors were related to stronger or weaker teacher efficacy beliefs for different dimensions of 
challenge. These findings provide support for the ways in which self-efficacy beliefs have 
been proposed to be assessed, as beliefs about capability in context (Bandura, 1977, 1997). As 
shown in Figure 26, results suggest that contextual variables may influence (perceptions of) 
task difficulty (Gist & Mitchell, 1992), especially in the Japanese context. For example, 
teachers working at schools with higher academic ranking (hensachi) were more likely to 
have stronger efficacy beliefs for Communicative Teaching, Student Achievement, and 
Managing Workload. This discovery is supported by interview findings, where ‘school level’ 
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was suggested as a factor that made teaching easier, as teachers may perceive their students’ 
ability to be more willing and motivated towards language learning and communicative use 
(Nishino, 2009). It contributes to knowledge about factors influencing teacher beliefs in the 
Japanese context, and responds to Nishino’s (2009) call for studies to identify further 
variables associated with JTE teacher beliefs. It also expands our understanding by suggesting 
that hensachi may work positively in relation to teacher efficacy, and raises questions for 
future research, since previous studies have suggested ‘school level’ may influence teacher 
decisions negatively (Underwood, 2013). Accordingly, future studies could investigate the 
influence of this variable in more depth in different contexts. 
 
This study has identified other contextual variables that are associated with weaker efficacy 
beliefs, and which may negatively influence the assessment of the task. For example, teachers 
who reported working in teams with a higher average age (i.e., in a teaching group with older 
teachers) were more likely to have weaker teacher efficacy beliefs for Teamwork, suggesting 
that working amongst older teachers may make the challenge of collaboration more difficult. 
This may be because Japanese culture requires respect towards elders (Kitao & Kitao, 1985). 
Thus, collaboration may be a more difficult task for JTEs in teams with older members, due 
to the social nature of teacher practice and influence of culture on communication, and 
therefore the task. Accordingly, the revised model of teacher efficacy development and 
assessment presented in Figure 26 places perceptions of task difficulty and teacher efficacy 
beliefs within the teaching context.  
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8.1.4 The influence of social persuasion 
 
Interview results suggested that teachers’ perceptions of feedback and support are critical in 
the JTE context. Findings suggest that the social pressure to conform influences practice, and 
that feedback from other teachers both positively and negatively affects teachers’ efficacy 
beliefs. For example, Taka explained that positive leadership, which emphasized innovation, 
was important for reducing teacher anxiety about potential failure and building consensus, a 
finding which closely aligns with results from other studies (Rosenholtz et al., 1986). On the 
other hand, Riho suggested that social pressure would act against individuals attempting to 
work outside the accepted school culture (Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004; Underwood, 2012b). 
These examples may reflect the group-oriented nature of Japanese culture, where collective 
action is important (Kitao & Kitao, 1985; Matsui, Kakuyama, & Onglatco, 1987) and is 
consistent with recent research from other Confucian contexts (Phan & Locke, 2015), which 
found that social persuasion is a key factor influencing self-efficacy beliefs for teaching 
English in collective cultures that emphasize adjustment (Morling, Kitayama, & Miyamoto, 
2002) and interdependence (Kitayama, 2002). Thus, while the sources of teacher efficacy 
information may be consistent across contexts, different sources (e.g., social persuasion via 
feedback) may be more important in different cultural contexts. 
 
8.2 Methodological contributions of the study 
 
This study contributes to the field by investigating teacher efficacy from the perspective of 
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. Recent teacher efficacy research (Klassen et al., 
2011; Wyatt, 2014) has questioned the construct validity of instruments used in previous self-
efficacy for teaching studies, as many studies have not operationalized teacher efficacy as 
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beliefs with a future-orientation (e.g., using items with ‘can’ rather than ‘will’ or ‘do’). As 
Wyatt (2014) has reminded the field, teacher efficacy beliefs must be context-specific, thus 
(as discussed in Section 8.1.1) existing instruments such as the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) may need adapting to reflect the domain, subject, and context. Findings 
from this study suggest that the key dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs reflect the specific 
teaching context, thus rather than search for comparability across countries, it may be more 
appropriate to focus on the key areas of control within the specific country or teaching 
situation. In other words, scales and studies may need to be “tailored to activity domains” 
which “assess the multifaceted ways in which efficacy beliefs operate” (Bandura, 2006, p. 
310) in order to develop understanding about the key areas of teacher activity and control 
beliefs that mediate teacher action in different contexts. 
 
8.2.1 The process of teacher efficacy development and assessment 
 
This study contributes to methodology in teacher efficacy and cognition research in two ways.  
Firstly, the study contributes to understanding about the process of teacher efficacy 
development and assessment. Teacher efficacy belief dimensions may not be comparable 
across different contexts, as they are likely to be assessed and dependent upon the teaching 
context (see Figure 16, Section 7.1.2). For example, in the current study it appears that 
dimensions include beliefs about teaching (e.g. Communicative Teaching) and ‘regulatory’ 
beliefs concerned with workload balance (i.e., Managing Workload). Therefore, domains of 
teacher efficacy may differ across contexts, and the strength of different sources of teacher 
efficacy beliefs may also differ according to cultural context. However, findings provide 
support for the proposed ways in which teacher efficacy beliefs develop and are assessed. 
Accordingly, this thesis provides a revised model of the process of teacher efficacy 
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development and assessment (Figure 26) that may inform knowledge in the field and future 
studies of teacher efficacy. 
 
8.2.2 Research design for adaptation in cross-linguistic contexts 
 
Secondly, the current study provides a research design that can be used for developing 
instruments that link capabilities to levels of challenge in the domains of teacher activity for 
that context (Bandura, 1997, 2006). The study used a number of strategies (including 
adaptation) to create an instrument with strong construct, cultural, and linguistic validity. 
These strategies are discussed in depth in Chapter 3, however the ways in which they 
contribute to methodology are briefly summarized below. 
 
Recent reviews in the field of teacher efficacy (Wyatt, 2014) have called for more mixed 
method studies to extend upon the information derived from survey style designs. The 
methodology of the current study provides a model of a sequential multi method design 
(Collins et al., 2007) for teacher efficacy research that could be used in other contexts, where 
thematic analysis of expert interviews informed instrument fidelity and significance 
enhancement (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2010). 
 
To enhance construct validity, initial items were adapted from existing instruments, and 
edited according to Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for instrument development to reflect the 
context and future-orientation of self-efficacy theory. Items were edited and new items 
developed based on the findings of the exploratory expert panel interviews. Next, two 
agreement scales were used in evaluative interviews with the expert panel to identify the 
crucial tasks for the Japanese high school context. Finally, a pilot study was carried out to test 
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the use and reliability of the scale. This process shows how a number of techniques 
(adaptation, integration of exploratory thematic analysis, evaluative feedback) can be 
combined to enhance construct validity and contextualize teacher efficacy for different 
contexts  (for more information about the techniques employed, see Beecham et al., 2005; 
Braun & Clarke, 2006; Guillemin et al., 1993; Hyrkäs et al., 2003). 
 
The expert panel also contributed to the cultural and linguistic validity of the instrument via 
the evaluative interviews. As part of the item-rating scale, experts considered the cultural 
appropriateness of items for the target population. As this cycle was carried out via a semi-
structured interview format, experts could provide feedback and expand upon their reasons. 
Using the evaluative scale, a two-step process was used to review and remove items with 
inappropriate cultural validity (Hyrkäs et al., 2003; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009). The expert panel 
also contributed to the linguistic validity of the final scale by confirming the appropriateness 
of items translated via a serial translation process (discussed below). Thus, the steps used (see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2) provide a clear example of how exploratory and evaluative cycles 
involving different types of data analysis can be used to inform instrument design and inform 
the content, cultural, and linguistic validity of survey items (Hyrkäs et al., 2003). 
Accordingly, this study provides a research design that can be used in other survey design and 
adaptation contexts, especially cross-linguistic situations. 
 
Finally, the study introduced (see Section 3.2.7 and Appendix D) a collaborative serial 
approach to translation (CSTA) that develops upon previous serial approaches (Chen & Boore, 
2010; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009). The CSTA emphasizes both individual and collaborative 
translation in forward and back-translation. When used with the expert panel, this process was 
effective for developing survey items with content, cultural, and linguistic validity. Thus, the 
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translation process developed for the current study may inform, and can be used in, future 
cross-linguistic studies.  
 
8.3 Recommendations for practice in Japan and the broader international context 
 
A key challenge for teacher efficacy research is connecting findings to practice (Klassen et 
al., 2011; Wyatt, 2014). The following subsections explore the implications of this study to 
EFL in the Japanese and wider international contexts.  
 
8.3.1 English proficiency, CLT and use of English in teaching 
 
The new Course of Study mandated that ‘in principle’ English lessons should be carried out in 
English. This policy reflects a movement to encourage and develop greater communicative 
ability in students, a goal common to non-English speaking countries that are trying to 
develop their human capital (Weddell, 2011). In such policies, teacher English language 
proficiency is recognized as a key issue internationally (Freeman et al., 2015) and in Japan 
(Commission on the Development of Foreign Language Proficiency, 2011). Results of this 
study indicate that higher perceived proficiency is in fact related to stronger efficacy beliefs, 
and is a predictor of efficacy beliefs for Using English and Teamwork. Thus, it appears that 
language proficiency is very important for efficacy in English teachers, by providing skills 
that teachers can draw upon in the assessment of their efficacy beliefs (see Figure 26). 
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Recommendation 1: Professional development for maintenance of ability 
 
Both survey and interview results suggested that maintaining language ability may be a key 
challenge for JTEs. Thus, professional development should focus on providing opportunities 
for development, including strategies for maintaining ability. For example, self-regulation 
strategies such as goal setting, awareness raising, and self-evaluation (Schunk, 2003) could 
help JTEs maintain positive perceptions of ‘attainment trajectory’ (Bandura, 1997). These 
perceptions of growth (or atrophy) in competence over time may influence efficacy beliefs 
“where information is more likely to be processed positively when individuals assess 
themselves to be continually improving in spite of periodic setbacks” (Labone, 2004, p. 346). 
As perceived ability has been shown to influence cognitive engagement (Greene & Miller, 
1996), perceptions of declining competence may lead to less cognitive engagement, weaker 
efficacy beliefs, and less effort for tasks that involve the use of English. Therefore, efforts 
may be needed which provide ongoing professional development for teachers, and strategies 
for maintaining ‘attainment trajectory’ (Bandura, 1997). For example, findings from this 
study noted the potential influence of CLT experiences as a student (i.e., ‘apprenticeship of 
learning’ effects), thus ongoing CLT courses could be introduced which give teachers 
opportunities to maintain their English skill and provide experience of learning via CLT. 
 
Recommendation 2: Opportunities to experiment with use of English in class and CLT 
 
Perceived language proficiency was not significantly related to reported use of English in 
class (a variable which had a stronger relationship with, and was a predictor of, teacher 
efficacy beliefs for Communicative Teaching). Results indicated a gap between competence 
(i.e., reported or perceived proficiency) and practice (i.e., use of English in class). This 
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finding raises questions for practice and teacher development, such as whether teacher 
English proficiency is the problem. If the goal of the Course of Study is communicative 
language teaching carried out primarily in English, results suggest that more work is not just 
needed into developing teacher English proficiency, but also into providing teachers with 
experiences using English in class. 
 
Results support findings from previous studies (Smylie, 1988) that have shown past 
experiences influence teaching efficacy. There appears to be a significant relationship 
between experience with CLT as a student and stronger efficacy beliefs for CLT, that is, 
findings suggest ‘apprenticeship of learning’ (Lortie, 1975) effects. However, the strongest 
relationship between reported use of English in class was with ‘in-service CLT practice’. 
Social cognitive theory suggests a bi-directional and dynamic relationship between beliefs 
and behaviour (Bandura, 1986) that is consistent with this finding. In other words, behaviour 
influences beliefs and beliefs influence behaviour. Results suggest that greater English use in 
class is associated with more practice of CLT. Thus, in order to develop teacher efficacy, 
training experiences may need to be focused on giving teachers in-service experiences 
experimenting with communicative teaching with their students. It is becoming more 
accepted that English-for-teaching is a specialized domain (Freeman et al., 2015), thus 
training experiences could focus specifically on providing opportunities to integrate English 
into teaching, and opportunities to encourage CLT via communicative activities that involve 
the use of English by the teacher.  
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Recommendation 3: Target development efforts towards more ‘difficult’ contexts 
 
Correlational results suggest that schools with special designations (such as former SELHi 
schools) are leading the implementation of the MEXT policy for teachers to use English in 
class as the language of instruction. For example, this contextual variable is associated with 
greater ‘in-service practice of CLT’ and more ‘use of English in class’ (See Appendix K). 
However, findings suggest that reflection is needed about whether such schools are effective 
as examples for teaching training.  
 
Perceptions of contextual factors appear to strongly influence teachers' use of English in class 
(Underwood, 2013) and beliefs about CLT (Nishino, 2009, 2012). Findings from the expert 
interviews suggest that that when teachers from kyotenko (model schools) provide workshops, 
such lessons may not always be effective as vicarious experiences to teachers from other 
contexts (specifically those from lower level schools). Observers may reject such ideas 
because they assess their contexts as being too different from the model they observe, leading 
to no positive influence (Bandura, 1997). Thus, a future direction for training may be to 
identify teachers from schools where contextual factors are negatively associated with 
stronger teacher efficacy beliefs, and use such contexts as ‘model’ settings. Thus, effective 
training for vicarious learning experiences could focus on identifying and sharing examples of 
good practice from schools with lower hensachi, by teachers with lower (perceived) Eiken, or 
from kosen (technical colleges) and other teaching settings where study is not necessarily 
focused on achievement in English (Humphries & Burns, 2015). In other words, the use of 
contexts which teachers from 'regular' schools may perceive as closer to their teaching 
situations (or even more difficult) may strengthen the vicarious impact of training examples. 
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Recommendation 4: Opportunities for experimentation and adaptation of CLT 
 
Studies in Japan and overseas have emphasized the importance of getting teachers to 
experiment with (Thompson & Yanagita, 2015) and adapt (Li, 1998) communicative 
methodologies to their contexts. Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009) have explained that 
“the implementation experience becomes a mastery experience that contributes to future self-
efficacy assessments” (p. 242). Thus, training experiences should focus on giving teachers 
experiences using, and experimenting with, communicative teaching in their schools.  
 
However, how might such school-based developmental activities be achieved, given that 
previous studies (M. Cook, 2009; Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004; Underwood, 2012b) have noted 
that school culture may work against change? The following section provides further 
development of how effective collective action may be supported.  
 
8.3.2 Collaboration, teamwork, school culture 
 
Social persuasion appears to be crucial in the JTE context, and has been identified as a 
stronger source of efficacy belief development in other studies of teachers in Confucian 
contexts (Phan & Locke, 2015). Teachers do not work in isolation, and results suggest that 
collaboration and teamwork are key challenges in the JTE context. For example, 
questionnaire findings and interview results are consistent with other studies in Japan, in that 
‘group think’ reinforces ‘status quo’ practice (Underwood, 2012b), collaboration and teams 
support the continuation of familiar practices (Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004), entrance 
examinations may become a primary focus (Underwood, 2013), and that colleague resistance 
from established teachers can prevent innovation (M. Cook, 2009; Thompson & Yanagita, 
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2015). Findings suggest that culture may negatively influence beliefs towards Teamwork via 
cultural practices and behaviours, such as language that emphasizes respect for older teachers. 
 
Recommendation 5: Culturally appropriate leadership training 
 
Recent studies (R. Goddard, Goddard, Kim, & Miller, 2015) have suggested that 
collaboration indirectly influences student achievement via collective efficacy, thus how can 
we work towards helping teachers develop stronger efficacy beliefs for teamwork? Findings 
from this study suggest that strong leadership (e.g., by the principal and deputies) or the use 
of outside collaborators (i.e., consultants) are two culturally appropriate strategies for using 
seniority and respect for experts (i.e. culturally valued attitudes) for change and developing 
positive beliefs towards collaboration. 
 
J. Zimmerman (2006) has suggested a number of ways in which principals can work towards 
encouraging change, such as developing a vision for change, supporting constructive 
behaviours, and gaining teacher trust. Findings from this study suggest that a primary role of 
leaders may be to reduce anxiety about the consequences of experimentation. Teachers can 
improve both student communicative ability and exam preparation (Underwood, 2013), but 
results suggest that social pressure against change may mean that teachers have to “fight” 
(Taka) to change teaching methods. Given the importance of entrance exams, experts 
suggested that teachers are extremely risk averse to changes that may be perceived as 
negatively affecting exam results. Thus, there seems a role for principals to develop a culture 
that encourages change, and accepts responsibility in dealings with the parents and the 
community. 
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Recommendation 6: A role for outside consultants 
 
Even with principal support, school culture can work against change (Thompson & Yanagita, 
2015). Findings from the expert interviews suggest that outside consultants may be effective 
in overcoming school cultural values that emphasize acculturation to existing practice. For 
example, Taka suggested that outsiders are crucial for guiding consensus, a result that is 
consistent with previous studies (Mutoh, Sato, Hakamada, Tsuji, & Shintani, 2009; Sato & 
Hirano, 2014; Sato & Takahashi, 2008) that have used outside consultants to support the 
process of innovation in schools. This finding suggests that the use of outside consultants 
could be a useful strategy for encouraging change in the Japanese context.  
8.3.3 Section summary 
 
Teacher efficacy is multidimensional. Foreign language teacher ‘confidence’ for Japanese 
high school English teachers reflects challenges related to language use, methodology, 
relationships with others, outcomes, and workload management. This study has provided a 
‘snapshot’ of the diversity of challenges in the JTE context, and contributes to the 
development of theory, methodology, and practice by identifying key skills informing teacher 
efficacy beliefs, contextual variables that may influence teacher beliefs, and strategies that 
could be used to further develop teacher efficacy. Finally, the study has provided six 
recommendations that may influence practice by encouraging the development of teacher 
efficacy beliefs, greater use of English, and more effective collaboration. 
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8.4 Limitations of the research and suggestions for future research 
 
This study set out to examine JTE efficacy beliefs for teaching English, and the research 
methodology was designed to enhance the validity of the findings. However, all studies have 
constraints. This section will identify some of the limitations of the research and discuss how 
they may have influenced outcomes. The section will also introduce areas where future 
research can develop upon the findings.  
 
8.4.1 Limitations of the study 
 
Firstly, the study was carried in Japan, thus the generalizability of the findings to different 
countries and contexts may be limited, as findings may reflect contextual and culture-specific 
features of the Japanese context. The study used six experts drawn from various fields of 
teacher practice, to inform the design of the items for the survey. This choice allowed the 
design of items to reflect different areas of expertise, and members were chosen following 
guidelines for the use of an expert panel (Beecham et al., 2005). However, the six experts 
were chosen based on the researcher's perception of their skills and experiences, thus the 
demographics and size of the panel may have influenced the generalizability of the findings 
about dimensions of teacher challenge for the JTE population, and development of items.  
 
To reduce the impact of some of these limitations, the study used back-translation and item-
checking interviews prior to the pilot study (Chen & Boore, 2010; Hyrkäs et al., 2003; 
Squires et al., 2013). Thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was used to identify repeated 
patterns in the data, and evaluative procedures for item checking grouped responses to 
identify items deemed key by all participants (Beecham et al., 2005; Hyrkäs et al., 2003). 
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These processes appear to have increased the validity of the final study, and confirmed the 
content, cultural, and linguistic validity of the suitability of the items.  
 
The sample size and demographics of the pilot study participants are another potential 
limitation of the research design. The pilot study used seven respondents chosen by 
convenience sampling. Accordingly, the demographics of the sample may have influenced the 
generalizability of the findings for use of the survey with the wider JTE population. 
 
The main study surveyed 141 teachers from 27 prefectures across Japan. As Underwood 
(2013) has noted, attempts to survey teachers across Japan on a wide scale are becoming more 
and more difficult due to data protection and privacy laws. Furthermore, only official MEXT-
sanctioned research can use official distribution networks (Maki, personal communication, 
November 1, 2013). This study used a combination of random and convenience sampling to 
attempt to address the difficulty of reaching teachers. Accordingly, a potential limitation of 
using non-probability sampling may influence the generalizability of the results from the 
current study. For example, the demographics of the sample population may mean that certain 
groups may be over represented (e.g., as discussed in Section 5.2.2, schools with special 
designations appear to be overrepresented). Thus, the extent to which the sample in the main 
study represents the general population may be limited. Future research projects could attempt 
to expand the sampling population by gaining MEXT authority, and take advantage of greater 
access to teachers. 
 
Teacher efficacy studies investigate perceptions of efficacy, not actual efficacy or competence. 
Thus such studies are limited by the extent to which participants are self-aware of the task, the 
task difficulty, and the skills required in assessing the task (Bandura, 1997). The back-
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translation, exploratory interviews, thematic analysis used to develop items, evaluative expert 
panel cycle, item assessment processes, and pilot study were strategies used to address this 
limitation. 
 
This study explored factors associated with teacher efficacy beliefs. However, the study is 
limited by the scope and number of the self-efficacy for teaching and demographic items in 
the final survey. Given the survey design (i.e., use of exploratory factor analysis), the ratio 
between participants and items was considered as part of the methodology, and the evaluative 
cycle was used to select ‘crucial’ items for the JTE context to reduce the number of items. A 
limitation of this approach is that some key tasks may not have been covered. As noted in 
Chapter 3, another potential limitation is that the demographic items used in the main study 
may not reflect all key personal and contextual variables for the JTE context, such as class 
size (Nishino, 2009). Accordingly, future studies could attempt to survey a larger number of 
teachers and use a greater number of the efficacy items developed in the first stage of this 
study, to investigate other tasks and dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs that may not have 
been identified in the current study. Correlational studies should also use the key variables 
identified in this study, along with variables from other studies (Nishino, 2009) to further 
investigate variables related to teacher beliefs.  
 
The generalizability of the findings may be limited by the response format used in the study 
(Schaeffer & Presser, 2003). As the JTE-TES questionnaire used a closed answer format, 
there was no opportunity for participants to comment further or develop upon their responses. 
Although the six-scale likert response format was chosen to maximize ease of use and power 
(Schaeffer & Presser, 2003), it may not have effectively allowed participants to express the 
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range of strength of their teacher efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 2006). Future studies could use 
different scales to further differentiate the strength of respondents’ confidence. 
 
As discussed above, the use of exploratory factor analysis to investigate the generality of 
teacher efficacy beliefs influenced the survey design process and research design (Henson & 
Roberts, 2006; Stevens, 1996). However, the generalizability of the implications from the 
study for the dimensions identified via EFA may be limited by the effect of the sample size on 
the factor analysis. As Costello and Osbourne (2005) have noted, samples with low numbers 
of participants tend to produce solutions which are less accurate than those with greater 
numbers of participants. Although the sample met the 5:1 ratio considered the minimum for 
the use of factor analysis (Costello & Osborne, 2005), future studies could investigate the 
JTE-TES with a larger sample size, and use confirmatory factor analysis to test the model fit 
of the dimensions identified in the current study. 
 
8.4.2 Suggestions for future research 
 
This study has explored teacher efficacy beliefs in the Japanese context and raised a number 
of questions that future researchers could investigate. Table 68 outlines some suggestions for 
future research, which are discussed below and noted with parentheses. 
 
Findings indicate that past experiences are associated with teacher efficacy beliefs, but (1) 
how do these influence self-efficacy beliefs? Past studies have investigated the influence of 
study abroad programs on the development of student beliefs (Tanaka & Ellis, 2003). 
However, results from this study suggest that overseas experience may influence teacher 
beliefs for language and teaching efficacy beliefs. As new policies are making study abroad 
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essential for teachers (The Japan Times, 2013), future studies should (2) investigate this 
relationship further. 
 
Table 68. Suggestions for future research 
1. How do past experiences influence teacher efficacy beliefs? 
2. What is the influence of time living or studying abroad on teacher efficacy beliefs? 
3. To what extent do levels of teacher efficacy change for different task conditions? 
4. What is the influence of contextual variables on perceived task difficulty? 
5. How do school support and contextual variables influence collaborative efficacy? 
6. What are effective practices for encouraging collaboration in the JTE context? 
7. Further research needed about the development of JTE teacher efficacy 
8. How does feedback influence teacher efficacy in different cultural settings? 
9. Further research needed into collective and individual JTE teacher efficacy beliefs 
10. Further research is needed of non-teaching duties and associated variables 
11. To what extent can JTEs focus on professional development activities? 
12. What other challenges and variables are related to Managing Workload?  
13. To what extent are teachers equipped with strategies for managing their workload?  
14. To what extent are JTEs provided with opportunities to develop regulatory skills? 
15. Research is needed of FLTES beliefs and student achievement 
16. Investigate beliefs for Student Achievement versus actual achievement by students 
17. Use longitudinal studies to investigate teacher efficacy and student achievement 
 
 
This study has also suggested that contextual variables are highly influential in the assessment 
of teacher efficacy beliefs. This study investigated the strength and generality (i.e., 
dimensions) of teacher efficacy beliefs for different tasks. Future studies could (3) investigate 
the level (B. J. Zimmerman, 2000) of individuals' teacher efficacy beliefs for the same task in 
different conditions (e.g., different school levels). By using the contextual variables identified 
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in the current study (such as school level, teaching team age, school with a special 
designation) and others (such as from Nishino, 2009), future studies could (4) investigate the 
influence of contextual variables on perceived task difficulty (Gist & Mitchell, 1992) in the 
assessment of teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
This study also raises questions about how teams work effectively in the JTE context. 
Interview and survey results suggested that contextual variables such as perceived support and 
team member age relate to stronger and weaker teacher beliefs. Future studies could (5) 
investigate the influence of these factors on teacher efficacy, and (6) attempt to identify 
effective practices for supporting collaboration in the Japanese context. 
 
Findings from the exploratory interviews suggested that social persuasion is a stronger 
influence in the development of teacher efficacy beliefs in the JTE context. Future studies 
could (7) use case studies (such as Phan & Locke, 2015) or questionnaire items (such as 
Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009) to further develop understanding about the 
development of teacher efficacy beliefs in the JTE context. Results suggest that culture 
influences the ways in which teacher efficacy develop, and may influence the ways in which 
teacher efficacy beliefs are assessed, as the interdependent nature of Japanese culture may 
lead to a stronger focus on self-criticism (Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 
1997; Kitayama & Uchida, 2003) in the attribution of past experience, and adjustment 
(Morling et al., 2002) based on the perceptions of feedback from others. Future studies could 
(8) investigate JTE teacher efficacy in a cross-cultural setting with teachers from other 
contexts. 
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Findings from this study have also raised questions about the relationship between individual 
and collective teacher efficacy beliefs. Findings from the expert interviews suggested that 
there is a collective dimension of teacher challenge. However, exploratory factor analysis 
results found that individual and collective efficacy beliefs loaded together for some tasks (i.e., 
collaboration). Future research should (9) further investigate the collective and individual 
domains of teacher efficacy beliefs in the JTE context. 
 
Interview and survey results provide support for findings from other studies (O'Donnell, 
2005; Underwood, 2012b, 2013) in that non-teaching duties and workload management are 
key challenges for JTEs. For example, JTE-TES questionnaire results show that teachers had 
weaker beliefs (on average) for Managing Workload in comparison to areas of teacher 
efficacy, while interview results show a number of experts (Ken, Yuri) perceived non-
teaching duties to influence the time and resources that they had available for teaching, 
grading, and preparation. As has been noted in other studies (Berger et al., 2005), such 
perceptions may inhibit teachers from engaging in the types of professional development 
required to successfully implement the new COS. Thus, results suggest (10) that non-teaching 
duties need further attention in the research literature. Accordingly, future research could (11) 
also investigate the extent to which teachers are able to focus on professional development 
activities.  
 
Furthermore, the JTE-TES dimension Managing Workload is a relatively weak factor 
(Costello & Osborne, 2005) in that it is only represented by two items, and the predictive 
power of the multiple regression analysis for predicting this dimension was low. Findings 
suggest that administrative duties and school level are factors that influence teacher beliefs for 
this dimension. Future studies should (12) explore the relationship between Managing 
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Workload, these variables, and investigate what other personal and contextual variables are 
related to such beliefs. Do teachers have skills for effectively managing their time? Case 
studies could be used to (13) investigate the extent to which teachers are equipped with 
strategies for managing their workload, and (14) to what extent teachers are given 
opportunities to learn skills for time management and planning.  
 
Finally, future studies should (15) investigate teacher efficacy beliefs for foreign language 
teaching with respect to student achievement, an area where more teacher efficacy research is 
required to understand the relationship (Klassen et al., 2011). Past studies have shown that 
teacher efficacy beliefs were significant in predicting successful teaching and learning in 
other contexts (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993; R. Goddard et al., 2000). The three 
items from the dimension Student Achievement appear to represent outcome variables for the 
JTE context, which could be used in future studies to (16) investigate beliefs for achievement 
versus actual achievement by students. Studies could (17) investigate the relationship by 
examining teacher efficacy beliefs at the start of an academic year, and the achievement of 
students (e.g., by language tests and mock examinations) during the year. Such studies could 
provide evidence about the relationship between teacher efficacy beliefs and achievement. 
 
8.5 Final summary 
 
Findings from this study provide further evidence that teachers’ perceived capabilities for 
teaching are strongly related to their practice, prior experiences, and context. Results show 
that JTE teacher efficacy beliefs reflect context-specific dimensions of teaching and non-
teaching challenges. Findings suggest that personal past experiences may contribute to the 
skills that individuals draw upon when assessing their perceived competence, where greater 
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experience with the task (or experience with skills that inform the task) is associated with 
stronger self-efficacy beliefs for that task. Accordingly, variables such as English proficiency, 
years of teaching experience, and the use of English as a language of instruction appear to 
influence different dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
Results suggest that efforts to increase language teachers' language proficiency and teacher 
knowledge are important, these act as affordances that individuals can reflect upon in the 
assessment of their beliefs for teaching tasks, and provide teachers with more experiences 
from which to develop greater perceived competence (see Figure 26). However, context is 
also important. Language proficiency was not found to have a significant correlation with 
reported use of English as a language of instruction, a finding which has implications for the 
implementation of the new Course of Study in Japan and suggests that competence is not the 
same as efficacy. Thus, while attempts to provide teachers with skill development are 
important, experience in context appears to be crucial as teacher efficacy beliefs are context 
specific. Accordingly, while results suggest that teachers with more experiences have stronger 
teacher efficacy beliefs, context matters. Therefore, in the development of teacher efficacy 
beliefs, teachers need skills that they can draw upon and contextualized experiences that they 
can reflect upon and use in assessing their capability for teaching tasks and outcomes. 
Findings indicate that professional development efforts may need to focus on providing 
greater opportunities for JTEs to experiment in their individual teaching contexts, that is, at 
their schools, in their classrooms. 
 
Finally, while the results from this study reflect the Japanese context, findings from this study 
may have implications for other countries and contexts implementing language education 
policies that emphasize communication but have a significant focus on entrance examinations 
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(Yung, 2015), the use of English for teaching (Choi, 2015; Choi & Andon, 2014), and require 
‘suitably’ trained teachers such as China, Korea, and Hong Kong (Nunan, 2003). Findings 
may inform wider East Asian contexts as results suggest that the development of teacher 
efficacy beliefs in Japan may reflect Confucian values. As efficacy beliefs reflect contextual 
challenges, researchers in other contexts could test and adapt the JTE-TES to reflect the 
dimensions of challenge for their situations. Future studies could also test the contextual and 
personal variables identified in this study. 
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APPENDIX A: RESEARCH ETHICS STATEMENT 
 
As Mackey and Gass (2005) have explained, informed consent is crucial to ethical practice 
for research which involves human subjects. Thus, this project used voluntary participation by 
participants, with an absence of coercion or pressure to participate. Findings are presented 
clearly and without distortion. 
 
In this study, participants were primarily secondary teachers of English in Japan. To ensure 
informed consent, all consent forms and letters sent to Japanese high school administrators 
and teachers were translated into Japanese. Participants were provided with a formal letter 
outlining: (1) the purpose of the study; (2) the voluntary nature of the research; (3) 
participants’ freedom to withdraw from the study at any time; (4) the types of data to be 
gathered, the techniques and instruments used; (5) anonymity guarantees; and (6) 
confidentiality guarantees (no disclosure of information is made without written permission, 
information is stored in a secure manner).  
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APPENDIX B: INITIAL EFFICACY AND DEMOGRAPHIC ITEM DEVELOPMENT  
 
This section briefly discusses the development of the initial teacher efficacy and demographic 
items prior to the first expert panel cycle.  
 
Initial teacher efficacy items 
 
The short form of the TSES has been adapted in a number of studies for use in foreign 
language teaching contexts (Chacon, 2005; Swanson, 2010a; Tsui & Kennedy, 2009; Yilmaz, 
2011), and the scales used by Chacon (2005), Tsui and Kennedy (2009), and Yilmaz (2011) 
vary little. Table 69 shows the TSES items as ordered by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk 
Hoy (2001).   
 
Table 69. The short form of the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) 
1. How much can you do to control disruptive behaviour in the classroom? 
2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in schoolwork? 
3. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in schoolwork? 
4. How much can you do to help your students value learning? 
5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? 
6. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules? 
7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? 
8. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of students? 
9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies? 
10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused? 
11. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school? 
12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom? 
 
Swanson (2010a) made more extensive additions to the TSES in developing a more 
distinctive scale. Swanson’s ten item Foreign Language Teacher Efficacy Scale (FLTES) was 
specifically focused on foreign language teacher efficacy and is shown in Table 70.  
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Table 70. Swanson’s (2010a) Foreign Language Teacher Efficacy Scale  
1. How much confidence do you have in your ability to read and understand a newspaper printed 
in another country in the language(s) you teach? 
2. How much confidence do you have in your ability to fully understand a movie that only uses 
the language(s) you teach? 
3. How much confidence do you have in your ability to write a personal letter to a pen pal in the 
language(s) you teach who is living in a foreign country? 
4. How much confidence do you have in your ability to have a conversation with a native 
speaker in the language(s) you teach? 
5. How confident are you in your own knowledge of the language(s) you teach that you can 
increase student achievement in your classes? 
6. How confident are you in your own knowledge of the language(s) you teach that you can 
foster your students’ interest about learning? 
7. How confident are you in your own knowledge of the language(s) you teach that you can 
motivate your students to learn about the language(s) you teach? 
8. How confident are you in your own knowledge of the language(s) you teach that you can 
lower your student’s anxiety about learning the language(s) you teach? 
9. How confident are you that you can help your students learn at the first year level of the 
language(s) you teach? 
10. How confident are you that you can help your students learn at highest levels of the 
language(s) you teach? 
 
Finally, Nishino (2009) developed a set of ‘perceived teaching efficacy’ items as part of a 
comprehensive investigation into JTE teacher beliefs and practices (see Table 71).  
 
Table 71. ‘Perceived teaching efficacy’ items (Nishino, 2009)  
I believe that: 
1. I have adequate English listening ability in order to be a high school English teacher. 
2. I have adequate English speaking ability in order to be a high school English teacher. 
3. I have adequate English reading ability in order to be a high school English teacher. 
4. I have adequate English writing ability in order to be a high school English teacher. 
5. I have adequate knowledge of grammar in order to be a high school English teacher. 
6. I have adequate knowledge of the culture of English speaking people in order to  share it with 
my students. 
7. I supervise the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group  work. 
8. I provide activities in which my students can enjoy communicating in English. 
9. I adequately facilitate my students’ English communicative activities. 
10. I feel uneasy if the class is not teacher-fronted. 
11. I give students autonomy when they do communicative activities. 
 
The TSES, FLTES, or Nishino’s teacher efficacy items were not suitable for use in the current 
study without adaptation because of a lack of specificity (i.e., reflecting general teaching tasks 
as opposed to language teaching tasks), and variations in the way items were written (i.e., 
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‘How much can you’, ‘How confident are you’, ‘I have’). In order to develop an initial set of 
items for the first expert panel interviews, the following process was used: 
 
1. Examination of measures used to measure teacher efficacy in foreign language 
teachers 
2. Identification of overlapping or common items from the three scales 
3. Rewording of items in accordance with Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for self-
efficacy scale development to ensure that the items captured the construct of 
teacher efficacy from a self-efficacy perspective (i.e., writing items using variations 
of ‘I can’ to focus on capability at the present time) 
4. Contextualization of the items for a Japanese high school by rewording the items to 
be more specifically focused on tasks in language classrooms 
 
Table 72. Teacher efficacy items judged to overlap 
Item (Source) Revised Item 
 
How much can you do to help your students 
value learning? (TSES) 
 
 
How confident are you in your own 
knowledge of the language(s) you teach that 
you can foster your students’ interest about 
learning? (FLTES) 
 
How confident are you that you can help your students 
value learning English? 
 
 
 
 
How much can you do to motivate students 
who show low interest in schoolwork?  
 
How confident are you in your own 
knowledge of the language(s) you teach that 
you can motivate your students to learn about 
the language(s) you teach? (FLTES) 
 
How confident are you that you can motivate students who 
show low interest in learning English?   
 
How much can you do to get students to 
believe they can do well in schoolwork? 
(TSES) 
 
How confident are you in your own 
knowledge of the language(s) you teach that 
you can lower your student’s anxiety about 
learning the language(s) you teach? (FLTES) 
 
How confident are you that you can get students to believe 
they can do well in learning English? 
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Table 72 presents items which were judged to overlap, and were therefore combined. Items 
six, seven, and eight of the FLTES were equivalent to items four, two, and three 
(respectively) of the TSES. As a result, the TSES items were used as the basis for these 
constructs (motivation, value of learning, anxiety) and reworded to focus on learning English. 
Furthermore, items one to four of Nishino’s teacher efficacy items were combined into a 
single item concerning proficiency. 
 
Next, each item was reworded according to Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for self-efficacy 
scale development, and in terms of specific situations relevant to the JTE high school context. 
Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for efficacy scale development provided comprehensive 
suggestions for developing efficacy scales. Specifically, Bandura (2006) suggested using ‘can’ 
rather than ‘will’ for wording items, in order to ensure an orientation on current capability to 
allow participants to report a level of confidence using interval scales.  
 
Nishino’s (2009) questionnaire items were used to develop additional items, as it provided 
examples of tasks and challenges in the high school English classroom such as the use of 
textbooks, teacher instructions, and facilitating communicative activities. Table 73 shows the 
initial items that were developed, with the source for each item. The scale for this study was 
named the Japanese Teacher of English Teacher Efficacy Scale (JTE-TES).  
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Table 73. Initial JTE-TES items for use in cycle one interviews 
Source Revised Items 
 
TSES 
(Tschannen-
Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001) 
 
How confident are you that you can: 
 
 control disruptive behaviour in your classroom? -
 motivate students who show low interest in learning English? -
 get students to believe they can do well in learning English? -
 help your students value learning English? -
 craft communicative activities for your students? -
 get your students to follow classroom rules? -
 calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? -
 establish a classroom management system in your classes? -
 use a variety of strategies for assessing your students’ English? -
 provide alternative explanations or examples when your students are -
confused about English problems? 
 assist families in helping their children do well in English? -
 implement alternative strategies in your classroom? -
 
 
FLTES  
(Swanson, 
2010a) 
 
How confident are you that you can: 
 
 read and understand an English newspaper?  -
 understand an English movie?  -
 write a personal letter to a pen pal from another country in English? -
 have a conversation with a native English speaker? -
 increase students’ English proficiency?  -
 help your students learn effectively at the level you teach? -
 help your students pass university entrance tests? -
 
 
Nishino’s 
(2009) 
‘Perceived 
Teacher 
Efficacy’ items 
 
How confident are you that you can: 
 
 speak English to an acceptable level for a high school English teacher? -
 understand and explain English grammar to an acceptable level for a -
high school English teacher? 
 explain aspects about the culture of English speaking people and -
countries to your students? 
 supervise the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work -
or group work?  
 provide activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in -
English?  
 implement and facilitate communicative activities in your classroom? -
 give clear instructions to your students in English? -
 use MEXT authorized textbooks to teach English communicatively? -
 provide student-centered lessons? -
 encourage your students to take control of their learning? -
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Initial demographic items 
 
An initial series of demographic items about teachers was also developed to collect data about 
JTEs’ English proficiency, years of experience, and language of instruction. Additional initial 
demographic items for investigating research sub-question 4 (other personal or contextual 
factors) were developed by considering the recommendations of Nishino (2009).  
 
Nishino (2009) suggested not only including items focused on formal experiences such as 
“experience learning English at junior high schools, universities, and language schools, and 
various outside-classroom learning experience such as club activities”, but also teachers’ 
“informal learning” experiences - peer-related development, membership of professional 
organizations, and other aspects of professional development beyond formal training (p. 313).  
 
The initial demographic items, involving pre-service and in-service training experiences, as 
well as type of high school, location, and gender are presented in Table 74. 
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Table 74. Demographic items for use in cycle one interviews 
Research Question Initial Item 
1: Teacher Experience   How many years/months have you been teaching English? -
2: Language Proficiency  What is your most recent language proficiency test score?  -
3: Language of instruction  Please indicate the extent to which you use English and - Japanese as the language of instruction in your classes: 
 
4: Other personal and 
contextual factors  
 
Contextual 
 
 Where is your high school?  -
 What kind of school are you currently teaching in?  -
 Please estimate the percentage of your students who are -
preparing to enter university 
 How often do you teach with an Assistant Language Teacher? -
 
Please estimate the amount of time each week you spend:  
 preparing for your English classes -
 grading student work for your English classes -
 carrying out duties not related to classes, preparation, or -
grading 
 
Personal 
 
 What is your age? -
 What is the highest degree you have attained? -
 Did you major in English at university?    -
 Have you ever studied or lived abroad? -
 Do you belong to a teachers’ association?   -
  
Please indicate the extent of your experience: 
 studying English communicatively in classes at elementary -
school, junior high school, high school, university, or in other 
institutions?  
 studying communicative language teaching approaches and -
methodologies before becoming a teacher?  
 observing lessons using communicative language teaching -
approaches and methodologies before becoming a teacher?  
 conducting practice lessons using communicative language -
teaching approaches and methodologies before becoming a 
teacher? 
 learning about communicative language teaching approaches -
and methodologies since becoming a practicing English 
teacher?  
 observing lessons using communicative language teaching -
approaches and methodologies since becoming a practicing 
English teacher? 
 conducting practice lessons using communicative language -
teaching approaches and activities since becoming a teacher?  
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APPENDIX C: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS FOR REPORTING INTERVIEWS 
 
 
...   Material omitted 
-   Hesitation, pause 
[          ]  Information added to clarify the subject or topic being discussed 
italics   Japanese words 
(         )   English translation for Japanese words 
[sic] Indicates grammatical or vocabulary errors in the interview that have 
not be altered 
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APPENDIX D: REVIEW OF TRANSLATION PROCEDURES 
 
This section reviews methodological issues involved with translation in cross-cultural 
research, by reviewing and summarizing key aspects of Chen and Boore’s (2010) translation 
procedures, and Tsui and Kennedy’s (2009) approach to translation. It develops upon the 
information presented in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.7) regarding translation procedures used in 
the current study. 
 
In a Taiwanese context, Chen and Boore (2010) used a translation method with forward and 
back-translation, which also integrated an expert panel for translating qualitative interview 
and observation data (see Figure 27). They used two translators, who worked first 
independently, then in a collaborative fashion, where a final translation developed by the 
translators collaboratively was given to an expert panel for evaluating the linguistic and 
conceptual validity of the translation, and a back-translation (by one translator) was assessed 
for linguistic and conceptual equivalence.  
 
 
Figure 27. Chen and Boore’s (2010) translation procedure 
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The three step ‘simplified serial approach’ (SSA) utilized by Tsui and Kennedy (2009) in a 
teacher efficacy study in Hong Kong (see Figure 28) was based on J. S. Carroll et al.’s (2001) 
six step ‘modified serial approach’ (MSA). It also used two translators working independently, 
who were then provided with a copy of their counterpart’s translation to critique and use to 
improve their translation in a final ‘best’ individual version.  Tsui and Kennedy (2009) also 
used a panel (the research team) to discuss and assess the translation of the items, before the 
research team leader selected the best translations for each item in building the instrument 
based on “cultural relevancy in… the Hong Kong school context” (p. 250). Back-translation 
also involved different translators, with the back-translations assessed by the research team 
for linguistic and cultural equivalence. 
 
 
Figure 28. Tsui and Kennedy’s (2009) simple serial approach 
 
The ‘collaborative serial translation approach’ (CSTA) used in the current study combined 
aspects of both the Tsui and Kennedy (2009) and Chen and Boore (2010) approaches, and is 
informed by Guillemin, Bombardier and Beaton (1993) and Sousa and Rojjanasrirat’s (2011) 
guidelines. It emphasized the collaborative aspects of each of the Tsui and Kennedy (2009) 
and Chen and Boore (2010) procedures. 
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APPENDIX E: JTE-TES ITEMS FOLLOWING THE FIRST EXPERT PANEL 
 
Following the first expert interviews, 60 items were developed for translation. Table 75 shows 
the questions with information about the status of the item; whether items were new, revised, 
or unchanged from the initial teacher efficacy items. 
 
Table 75. The 60 JTE-TES items developed following the first expert panel 
Items 
How confident are you that you can Status of development 
1. give clear instructions to students? In English? In Japanese?  Revised 
2. manage the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work 
or group work? In English? In Japanese? Revised 
3. get students to follow classroom rules in your English classes? In 
English? In Japanese? Revised 
4. calm a student in your English class who is disruptive or noisy? In 
English? In Japanese? Revised 
5. control disruptive behaviour in your English classes? In English? In 
Japanese? Revised 
6. establish a classroom management system in your English classes? 
In English? In Japanese? Revised 
7. build effective relationships with your students? In English? In 
Japanese? New 
8. help students who have low willingness to communicate in English? 
In English? In Japanese? New 
9. provide activities in which your students can enjoy communicating 
in English?  Unchanged 
10. motivate students who show low interest in learning English?  Unchanged 
 
  
446 
 
Table 75 cont. The 60 JTE-TES items developed following the first expert panel 
Items 
How confident are you that you can Status of development 
11. get students to believe they can do well in learning English?  Unchanged 
12. help your students value learning English? Unchanged 
13. provide student-centered lessons? In English? In Japanese? Revised 
14. implement and facilitate communicative activities in your 
classroom? In English? In Japanese? Revised 
15. provide information and explanations to students when they are 
confused, using language appropriate to their level? In English? In 
Japanese? 
Revised 
16. use textbooks and supplementary activities to teach English 
communicatively? In English? In Japanese? Revised 
17. cover the materials in the syllabus effectively? In English? In 
Japanese? New 
18. use technology effectively in your lessons? (when possible and 
appropriate) New 
19. choose appropriate materials for your classes?  New 
20. identify and access supplementary activities relevant to your 
students?  New 
21. develop appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ 
English ability? (e.g., tests, assignments) Revised 
22. provide activities to students with different abilities?  New 
23. develop communicative activities for your students?  Revised 
24. develop effective supplementary materials for your students? New 
25. apply language teaching theory in your teaching? New 
26. speak English to an acceptable level for a high school English 
teacher?  Unchanged 
 
447 
 
Table 75 cont. The 60 JTE-TES items developed following the first expert panel 
Items 
How confident are you that you can Status of development 
27. understand and explain English grammar to an acceptable level for a 
high school English teacher?  Unchanged 
28. explain aspects about the culture of English speaking people and 
countries to your students? Unchanged 
29. adequately identify and correct your students’ mistakes?  New 
30. use English to communicate with your students?  New 
31. use English to have a discussion with other Japanese English teacher 
colleagues?  New 
32. use English to have a conversation with an ALT?  Revised 
33. use English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT New 
34. read and understand an English newspaper?  Unchanged 
35. understand an English movie? Unchanged 
36. maintain and improve your English ability?  New 
37. help your students learn effectively at the level you teach?  Unchanged 
38. help students to increase their English proficiency?  Unchanged 
39. help your students to pass practice tests and semester exams?  New 
40. help your students develop English skills to pass university entrance 
tests?  Revised 
41. help students with questions about English? In English? In Japanese? New 
42. balance your teaching, administration, and club responsibilities?  New 
43. manage your time in order to complete all required duties?  New 
44. adequately prepare for your classes?  New 
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Table 75 cont. The 60 JTE-TES items developed following the first expert panel 
Items 
How confident are you that you can Status of development 
45. develop new teaching skills?  New 
46. meet the expectations of students’ families? Revised 
47. maintain your motivation to teach English?  New 
48. teach according to the Course of Study? In English? In Japanese? New 
49. teach English using instructional methods that would not be your 
choice? In English? In Japanese? New 
50. share teaching ideas and materials with colleagues?  New 
51. find adequate solutions to conflicts with other teachers about 
teaching ideas or materials? New 
52. cooperate effectively and constructively with other teachers, for 
example, in team teaching?  New 
53. gain the respect of your colleagues?  New 
How confident are you are your team/ departments’ capability to 
54. communicate ideas effectively?  New 
55. develop teaching materials collaboratively?  New 
56. develop syllabus and assessments collaboratively?  New 
57. support each other to develop new skills? New 
58. implement communicative teaching approaches and ideas?  New 
59. support new teachers effectively? New 
60. respond to changes in the Course of Study? New 
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APPENDIX F: EXPERT RATINGS FOR THE 60 JTE-TES ITEMS  
 
In the second interviews, experts rated and discussed the 60 JTE-TES items that had been 
developed after the first interviews. Table 76 shows the expert ratings for each of the 60 items 
for the appropriateness scale (A = Acceptable, R = Revise, U = Unacceptable) and content 
rating scale (0 = unacceptable, 1 = relevant, 2 = important, 3 = crucial).   
 
Table 76. Expert ratings for the 60 JTE-TES items discussed in the second interviews 
Items Ratings for items 
How confident are you that you can... Maki Riho Yuri Taka Ken Saki Total 
1. give clear instructions to students? 
In English? In Japanese?  
A 
1 
A 
3 
A 
2 
A 
2 
A 
3 
A 
2 13 
2. manage the classroom adequately 
when students are doing pair work 
or group work? In English? In 
Japanese? 
R 
1 
A 
3 
A 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
A 
3 15 
3. get students to follow classroom 
rules in your English classes? In 
English? In Japanese? 
R 
1 
A 
3 
R 
1 
R 
2 
R 
2 
A 
3 12 
4. calm a student in your English 
class who is disruptive or noisy? In 
English? In Japanese? 
A 
1 
A 
3 
A 
3 
R 
2 
A 
2 
A 
1 12 
5. control disruptive behaviour in 
your English classes? In English? 
In Japanese? 
R 
3 
A 
3 
A 
1 
R 
2 
A 
1 
A 
1 11 
6. establish a classroom management 
system in your English classes? In 
English? In Japanese? 
R 
3 
A 
3 
A 
1 
R 
2 
A 
3 U 12 
7. build effective relationships with 
your students? In English? In 
Japanese? 
R 
3 U 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 U 12 
8. help students who have low 
willingness to communicate in 
English? In English? In Japanese? 
A 
2 
A 
3 
R 
1 
A 
1 
A 
3 
A 
3 13 
9. provide activities in which your 
students can enjoy communicating 
in English?  
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
A 
3 16 
Note: A = Acceptable; R = Revise; U = Unacceptable; 1 = relevant; 2 = important; 3 = crucial 
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Table 76 cont. Expert ratings for the 60 JTE-TES items discussed in the second interviews  
Items Ratings for items 
How confident are you that you can... Maki Riho Yuri Taka Ken Saki Total 
10. motivate students who show low 
interest in learning English?  
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
2 
A 
2 
A 
3 
A 
3 16 
11. get students to believe they can do 
well in learning English?  
R 
3 
A 
3 
A 
2 U 
A 
3 
R 
3 14 
12. help your students value learning 
English? 
A 
3 U 
A 
1 
A 
1 
A 
3 
R 
3 11 
13. provide student-centered lessons? 
In English? In Japanese? 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 16 
14. implement and facilitate 
communicative activities in your 
classroom? In English? In 
Japanese? 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
1 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
3 14 
15. provide information and 
explanations to students when they 
are confused, using language 
appropriate to their level? In 
English? In Japanese? 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
2 15 
16. use textbooks and supplementary 
activities to teach English 
communicatively? In English? In 
Japanese? 
R 
3 
A 
2 
A 
1 
A 
1 
R 
2 
A 
2 11 
17. cover the materials in the syllabus 
effectively? In English? In 
Japanese? 
R 
1 
R 
2 
R 
1 U 
R 
2 
R 
2 8 
18. use technology effectively in your 
lessons? (when possible and 
appropriate) 
R 
3 
R 
1 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 15 
19. choose appropriate materials for 
your classes?  U 
R 
3 
R 
2 
A 
1 
A 
3 
A 
3 12 
20. identify and access supplementary 
activities relevant to your students?  
R 
3 
R 
3 U 
R 
1 
A 
3 
R 
2 12 
21. develop appropriate assessments 
for evaluating your students’ 
English ability? (e.g., tests, 
assignments) 
A 
3 
R 
1 
A 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 16 
22. provide activities to students with 
different abilities?  
R 
1 U 
R 
3 
R 
2 
A 
3 U 9 
23. develop communicative activities 
for your students?  
R 
3 
A 
3 
R 
1 
R 
1 
A 
3 
R 
2 13 
Note: A = Acceptable; R = Revise; U = Unacceptable; 1 = relevant; 2 = important; 3 = crucial 
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Table 76 cont. Expert ratings for the 60 JTE-TES items discussed in the second interviews  
Items Ratings for items 
How confident are you that you can... Maki Riho Yuri Taka Ken Saki Total 
24. develop effective supplementary 
materials for your students? U 
R 
3 
R 
1 
A 
2 
A 
3 
R 
2 11 
25. apply language teaching theory in 
your teaching? U 
A 
2 
R 
1 
A 
1 
A 
2 
A 
3 9 
26. speak English to an acceptable 
level for a high school English 
teacher?  
R 
3 
A 
3 U 
A 
3 
A 
3 
R 
3 15 
27. understand and explain English 
grammar to an acceptable level for 
a high school English teacher?  
R 
3 
R 
3 U 
R 
2 
A 
3 
A 
3 14 
28. explain aspects about the culture of 
English speaking people and 
countries to your students? 
A 
3 
A 
3 U 
R 
2 
A 
3 
A 
2 13 
29. adequately identify and correct 
your students’ mistakes?  
A 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 17 
30. use English to communicate with 
your students?  
A 
3 
A 
3 
R 
2 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 17 
31. use English to have a discussion 
with other Japanese English teacher 
colleagues?  
A 
3 
R 
1 
A 
2 
A 
3 
A 
1 U 10 
32. use English to have a conversation 
with an ALT?  
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
1 
A 
3 
A 
3 16 
33. use English to plan and carry out a 
lesson with an ALT 
A 
3 
R 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
2 17 
34. read and understand an English 
newspaper?  
A 
2 U 
R 
1 
A 
2 
A 
2 
A 
2 9 
35. understand an English movie? R 2 U 
R 
1 
A 
2 
A 
2 
A 
1 8 
36. maintain and improve your English 
ability?  
R 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
R 
2 
A 
2 
A 
2 15 
37. help your students learn effectively 
at the level you teach?  
A 
3 U 
R 
1 U 
A 
3 
A 
3 10 
38. help students to increase their 
English proficiency?  
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
2 
A 
3 
A 
3 17 
39. help your students to pass practice 
tests and semester exams?  U 
R 
1 
A 
2 U 
A 
2 
R 
2 7 
40. help your students develop English 
skills to pass university entrance 
tests?  
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
2 
R 
2 
A 
2 
A 
3 15 
Note: A = Acceptable; R = Revise; U = Unacceptable; 1 = relevant; 2 = important; 3 = crucial 
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Table 76 cont. Expert ratings for the 60 JTE-TES items discussed in the second interviews  
Items Ratings for items 
How confident are you that you can... Maki Riho Yuri Taka Ken Saki Total 
41. help students with questions about 
English? In English? In Japanese? 
A 
3 
R 
1 
A 
3 U 
A 
3 U 10 
42. balance your teaching, 
administration, and club 
responsibilities?  
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 16 
43. manage your time in order to 
complete all required duties?  
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
2 15 
44. adequately prepare for your 
classes?  
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 18 
45. develop new teaching skills?  R 3 
R 
1 
R 
1 
R 
2 
R 
2 
R 
3 12 
46. meet the expectations of students’ 
families? 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
1 
R 
1 
R 
2 U 9 
47. maintain your motivation to teach 
English?  
R 
3 
R 
1 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
2 
R 
3 14 
48. teach according to the Course of 
Study? In English? In Japanese? 
R 
3 
R 
1 
A 
3 
R 
3 
A 
3 
A 
2 15 
49. teach English using instructional 
methods that would not be your 
choice? In English? In Japanese? 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
2 U 
A 
3 
A 
1 11 
50. share teaching ideas and materials 
with colleagues?  
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 17 
51. find adequate solutions to conflicts 
with other teachers about teaching 
ideas or materials? 
A 
3 
A 
2 
A 
1 
R 
2 
A 
3 
A 
2 13 
52. cooperate effectively and 
constructively with other teachers, 
for example, in team teaching?  
R 
3 
R 
3 U 
R 
2 
R 
3 U 11 
53. gain the respect of your colleagues?  U R 3 U 
R 
1 
R 
3 U 7 
Note: A = Acceptable; R = Revise; U = Unacceptable; 1 = relevant; 2 = important; 3 = crucial 
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Table 76 cont. Expert ratings for the 60 JTE-TES items discussed in the second interviews 
Items Ratings for items 
 Maki Riho Yuri Taka Ken Saki Total 
How confident are you about your team/departments’ capability to… 
54. communicate ideas effectively?  R 3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 17 
55. develop teaching materials 
collaboratively?  
R 
3 
R 
1 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 15 
56. develop syllabus and assessments 
collaboratively?  
R 
3 
R 
1 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 15 
57. support each other to develop new 
skills? 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 16 
58. implement communicative teaching 
approaches and ideas?  
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
3 17 
59. support new teachers effectively? R 3 
R 
3 
R 
3 
R 
2 
R 
3 
R 
2 16 
60. respond to changes in the Course of 
Study? 
R 
3 
R 
1 
R 
3 
R 
1 
R 
3 
R 
3 14 
Note: A = Acceptable; R = Revise; U = Unacceptable; 1 = relevant; 2 = important; 3 = crucial 
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APPENDIX G: ITEMS WITH 70% CONTENT RATING CONSIDERED FOR REVIEW 
 
As part of the JTE-TES item revision process following the second expert interviews, items 
with content ratings above 70% were reviewed. Table 77 shows the seven items that did not 
meet the 80% content rating for automatic acceptance, but did meet the 70% content 
agreement for review. It also shows the actions taken.  
 
Table 77. Items with content ratings above 70% considered for review 
Items considered for revision Content Rating Action  Example 
1. give clear instructions to 
students? In English? In Japanese?  13 
Revised: Confusion 
 
So, it means...in Japanese means to help 
students to understand the question, 
instruction...among other things… But 
it’s...it’s English class, so, mainly they 
should (be) in English (Maki) 
8. help students who have low 
willingness to communicate in 
English? In English? In Japanese? 
13 Not revised: Similar to another item about low motivation 
14. implement and facilitate 
communicative activities in your 
classroom? In English? In 
Japanese? 
14 Not revised: Similar to another item about using communicative activities 
23. develop communicative 
activities for your students? 13 Not revised: No comments from experts 
47. maintain your motivation to 
teach English?  14 Not revised: No comments from experts 
51. find adequate solutions to 
conflicts with other teachers about 
teaching ideas or materials? 
13 Not revised: No comments from experts 
60. respond to changes in the 
Course of Study? 14 
Not revised: Similar to another item about 
the COS 
Note: Maximum content rating was 18 
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APPENDIX H: DEMOGRAPHIC ITEM REVIEWS 
 
As part of the JTE-TES item revision process following the first and second expert interviews, 
demographic items were revised using the suggestions and comments of the experts. This 
section provides examples following the first and second expert interviews. Table 78 shows 
shows item changes following the first interviews, while Table 79 shows item revisions 
following the second expert interviews.  
 
Table 78. Changes to demographic items following the first expert interviews 
Original item Changed item Example from interview 
Please estimate the amount of 
time each week you spend 
grading student work for your 
English classes 
Please estimate the amount of 
time each week you spend 
checking and grading student 
work for your English classes 
..as for the, the term exam... 
five times a year. So, not that 
every week. So... about the 
grading... (Maki) 
So maybe it’s the use of the 
word ‘grading’ here which is a 
problem... for example, 
‘checking’ would be better? 
(Researcher) 
Please estimate the amount of 
time each week you spend 
carrying out duties not related 
to classes, preparation, or 
grading 
Please estimate the amount of 
time each week you spend 
carrying out duties not related to 
classes, preparation, or grading 
(such as homeroom, club or 
administration duties) 
It doesn’t say anything about 
other jobs except teaching 
(Saki) 
Did you major in English at 
university? 
From the options below, please 
indicate which best describes 
your university program: 
 
Did not graduate from university 
/ Graduated with a major other 
than English / Graduated with a 
major in English Literature / 
Graduated with a major in 
English Language / Graduated 
with a major in education / 
Graduated with a major in both 
education and English 
It could be the English 
language, it could be English 
literature, and that could make 
a difference. And also, do you 
know that, uh, some 
universities have, uh, a School 
of Education? So if you’re 
student of the School of 
Education, kyoikugakubu, then, 
you have to take a lot of, uh, 
pedagogy courses. But if you 
are, for instance, a student in 
the college of literature at 
university A, maybe just one 
or two. (Taka) 
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Table 78 cont. Changes to demographic items following the first expert interviews 
Original item Changed item Example from interview 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience studying 
communicative language 
teaching approaches and 
methodologies before 
becoming a teacher 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience studying about 
communicative language 
teaching during your teacher 
training before becoming a 
teacher 
Based on Ken’s comments 
about the wording  
(see below) 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience observing 
lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches 
and methodologies before 
becoming a teacher 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience observing 
lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches 
and methodologies, during your 
teacher training before 
becoming a teacher 
Based on Ken’s comments 
about the wording  
(see below) 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience conducting 
practice lessons using 
communicative language 
teaching approaches and 
methodologies before 
becoming a teacher 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience conducting 
practice lessons using 
communicative language 
teaching approaches and 
methodologies during your 
teacher training before 
becoming a teacher 
Based on Ken’s comments 
about the wording  
(see below) 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience learning about 
communicative language 
teaching approaches and 
methodologies since becoming 
a practicing English teacher 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience learning about 
communicative language 
teaching approaches and 
methodologies (e.g., attending 
seminars) since becoming an 
English teacher 
Like, ‘Since becoming a 
practicing English teacher.’ 
Practicing English teacher is, 
uh, like, teaching practice at 
university?  
(Ken) 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience observing 
lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches 
and methodologies since 
becoming a practicing English 
teacher 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience observing 
lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches 
and methodologies (e.g., 
demonstration lessons) since 
becoming an English teacher 
So, if you had some, uh more 
easier way, uh, to have clear 
idea what kind of approaches  
(Maki) 
 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience conducting 
practice lessons using 
communicative language 
teaching approaches and 
activities since becoming a 
teacher 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience conducting 
lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches 
and activities (e.g., 
demonstration lessons or in your 
regular classes) since becoming 
an English teacher 
Based on Maki’s comments 
about the wording  
(see above) 
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Table 79. Demographic items reviewed following the second expert interview 
Items considered for revision Expert  Reason 
Action 
Reviewed Item 
Does your school currently have 
(or had within the last 10 years) 
a special designation? (such as 
SELHi)  Y / N    
(If yes, Designation: ________ ) 
Maki 
 
The order of the 
example is strange 
and should be 
changed. 
Reviewed: Item was reviewed using 
Maki’s suggestion.  
 
In the last 10 years, has your school had 
a special designation, such as SELHi?   
Y / N   If yes, Designation: ________  
How many teachers are there in 
your school’s English 
department? 
Taka 
 
English and 
Japanese translation 
should focus on 
fulltime teachers 
using the term 
kyoukyu, because 
some high schools 
have part time 
teachers. 
Reviewed: Item was reviewed using 
Taka’s suggestion. One item was added 
asking whether respondents were 
working fulltime or part time.  
 
  
How many fulltime teachers are there in 
your school’s English department?  
 
Please estimate the average age 
of teachers in your English 
department.   
 
________ years old on average 
Taka 
 
He suggested 
changing the term 
used in this item to 
refer to workers, as 
well as using 
categories for ages. 
Reviewed: Item was reviewed using 
Taka’s suggestions for age and the term 
(in Japanese) was changed. 
 
Please estimate the average age of 
teachers in your English department.   
20-29 / 30-39 / 40-49 / 50-59 / Over 60    
years old on average 
Please estimate the amount of 
time each week you spend 
preparing for your English 
classes 
 
less than 3 hours / 3 – 6 hours / 
6 – 9 hours / more than 9 hours 
Taka 
 
Suggested adding 
the word ‘total’ and 
kaikei to the English 
and Japanese items. 
Not reviewed: He did not suggest it for 
other similar items (such as item 18) and 
other experts did not mention a similar 
problem. 
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Table 79 cont. Demographic items reviewed following the second expert interview 
Items considered for revision Expert  Reason 
Action 
Reviewed Item 
Please estimate the amount of 
time each week you spend 
carrying out duties not related to 
classes, preparation, or grading 
(such as homeroom, club or 
administration duties) 
less than 3 hours / 3 – 6 hours / 
6 – 9 hours / more than 9 hours 
Ken 
 
Most teachers would 
be working beyond 9 
hours per week for 
these duties. 
Reviewed: Item was reviewed using 
Ken’s suggestion. The time periods were 
changed to longer periods  
 
Please estimate the amount of time each 
week you spend carrying out duties not 
related to classes, preparation, or grading 
(such as homeroom, club or 
administration duties) 
less than 5 hours / 5 – 10 hours / 10 – 15 
hours / more than 15 hours 
 
What is your age? ________ 
Taka 
 
Age groups would 
make it less personal 
for participants. 
Reviewed: Item was reviewed using 
Taka’s suggestion to make the item less 
personal. 
 
What is your age? 20-29 / 30-39 / 40-49 / 
50-59 / Over 60 
From the options below, please 
indicate which best describes 
your university program 
 
Did not graduate from 
university / Graduated with a 
major other than English / 
Graduated with a major in 
English Literature / Graduated 
with a major in English 
Language / Graduated with a 
major in education / Graduated 
with a major in both education 
and English 
 
Taka 
 
Item information, 
and change of term 
required. 
 
Reviewed: Item was reviewed using 
Taka’s suggestion to remove the first part 
of the item about not graduating from 
university The Japanese version of the 
final option was changed to make 
‘English education’ clearer. 
 
From the options below, please indicate 
which best describes your university 
program 
 
Graduated with a major other than 
English / Graduated with a major in 
English Literature / Graduated with a 
major in English Language / Graduated 
with a major in education / Graduated 
with a major in both education and 
English 
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Table 79 cont. Demographic items reviewed following the second expert interview 
Items considered for revision Expert  Reason 
Action 
Reviewed Item 
Have you ever studied or lived 
abroad?  
 
Y / N  
(If yes, ____ months/years) 
Saki 
 
 Suggested adding 
the purpose of 
studying abroad to 
this item. 
Not reviewed: The item focused on the 
general idea of having lived or studied 
abroad, rather than more specific reasons. 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience studying about 
communicative language 
teaching during your teacher 
training before becoming a 
teacher 
 
None / very little / some 
experience / considerable 
experience 
Ken, Saki 
 
Both teachers found 
this item confusing 
and suggested 
changing the 
wording. 
 
Reviewed: The term referring to ‘teacher 
training period’ was removed from the 
Japanese sentence  
 
Please indicate the extent of your 
experience studying about 
communicative language teaching before 
becoming a teacher 
 
None / very little / some experience / 
considerable experience 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience observing 
lessons using communicative 
language teaching approaches 
and methodologies, during your 
teacher training before 
becoming a teacher 
 
None / very little / some 
experience / considerable 
experience 
Ken 
 
Words to be 
removed which were 
confusing. 
Reviewed: This item had the same 
problem as the item above, and was 
changed accordingly.  
 
Please indicate the extent of your 
experience observing lessons using 
communicative language teaching 
approaches and methodologies, before 
becoming a teacher 
 
None / very little / some experience / 
considerable experience 
Please indicate the extent of 
your experience conducting 
practice lessons using 
communicative language 
teaching approaches and 
methodologies during your 
teacher training before 
becoming a teacher  
 
None / very little / some 
experience / considerable 
experience  
Ken, Saki 
 
Words to be 
removed or changed 
as it is confusing 
Reviewed: This item was also changed to 
focus on teachers’ experiences before 
becoming a practicing teacher. 
 
Please indicate the extent of your 
experience conducting practice lessons 
using communicative language teaching 
approaches and methodologies before 
becoming a teacher  
 
None / very little / some experience / 
considerable experience 
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APPENDIX I: JTE-TES IN ENGLISH AND JAPANESE 
 
This section shows the final JTE-TES and demographic items in Japanese and English. Table 
80 shows the JTE-TES items, while Table 81 shows the demographic items. 
 
Table 80. JTE-TES in English and Japanese 
 
How confident are you that you can: 
 
あなたが下記の項目でどのくらい自信があるかを答
えてください。 
1. give clear instructions to students in English?  英語で生徒に明確な指示を出すことができますか。 
2. use English to communicate with your students? 
生徒とコミュニケーションをとるために英語を使用
することはできますか。 
3. use English to have a conversation with an ALT? 
ALT と会話をするために英語を使用することができ
ますか。 
4. use English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT?  
ALT と授業の計画を立て、実施するために英語を使
用することができますか。 
5. adequately identify and correct your students’ mistakes?  
生徒の間違いを適切に見つけ出し、正すことができ
ますか。 
6. 
provide information and explanations to students 
when they are confused, using language appropriate 
to their level?  
生徒が混乱したとき、生徒のレベルに合った言葉遣
いを用いて情報や説明を提供できますか。 
7. maintain and improve your English ability?  
自身の英語力を維持し、向上させることができます
か。 
8. manage the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group work?  
生徒 がペアワークやグループワークを用いて授業を
進めることができますか。 
9. provide activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in English?  
生徒が英語のコミュニケーションを楽しむようなア
クティビティを提供することかできますか。 
10. provide student-centered lessons?  生徒中心の授業を提供できますか。 
11. use technology effectively in your lessons? (when possible and appropriate)  
授業で IT を効果的に使用できますか。 (使用が可能
かつ適切な場合) 
12. develop appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ English ability? (e.g., tests, assignments)  
生徒の英語力を評価するために適切な評価方法を開
発することができますか。（例：テスト作成、課題
等） 
13. motivate students who show low interest in learning English?  
英語学習への関心が低い生徒にやる気を起こさせる
ことができますか。 
14. help students to increase their English proficiency?  生徒の英語力向上を手助けすることができますか。 
15. help your students develop English skills to pass university entrance tests?  
生徒が大学入学試験に合格するための英語力向上を
手助けすることができますか。 
16. teach according to the Course of Study?  学習指導要領に沿って教えることができますか。 
17. adequately prepare for your classes?  授業準備は適切にできますか。 
18. share teaching ideas and materials with colleagues?  
英語教育のアイディアや教材を同僚と共有できます
か。 
19. balance your teaching, administration, and club responsibilities?  授業、校務、部活動のバランスがとれますか。 
20. manage your time in order to complete all required duties?  
要求されるすべての仕事を終わらせるために時間管
理はできますか。 
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Table 80 cont. JTE-TES in English and Japanese 
How confident are you about your team/ department/ 
school’s capability to: 
以下のことに関して、あなたが所属する学年居員／
英語科／学校の可能なことについてどのくらい自信
があるかを答えてください。 
21. communicate ideas effectively?  効果的に意見交換ができますか。 
22. develop teaching materials, syllabus, and assessments collaboratively?  
協力して教材やシラバスや評価を開発することがで
きますか。 
23. support novice teachers effectively?   新人教員を効果的に支えることができますか。 
24. support each other to develop new skills?  
新たな指導技術を身につけるために学び合うことが
できますか。 
25. implement communicative teaching approaches and ideas? 
コミュニカティブなアプローチやアイディアを実行
できますか。 
 
Table 81. Demographic items in English and Japanese 
1. 
What is your gender? 
 
Male / Female 
性別を答えてください。  
 
男性／女性 
2. 
What is your age? 
  
20-29 / 30-39 / 40-49 / 50-59 / Over 60 
年齢を答えてください。 
 
20-29 / 30-39 / 40-49 / 50-59 / 60 歳以上 
3. 
How many years have you been teaching English? 
 
Less than 2 years/ 3-5 / 6-10 / 11-15 / 16-20 / 21 - 25 / 
26 - 30 / More than 30 years 
何年間英語を教えていますか。 
 
2 年以下/ 3-5 / 6-10 / 11-15 / 16-20 / 21 - 25 / 26 - 30 / 
30 年以上 
4. 
What is your most recent Eiken Score? 
 
Level 1 /  Pre-1  /  2 /   Pre-2  /  3  /  4  /   5  / Never 
taken 
英検何級をお持ちですか？ 
 
1 級/ 準 1 級 / 2 級  / 準 2 級 / 3 級  / 4 級  / 5 級 / 受
験したことは無い 
5. 
Please estimate your current Eiken Level.   
 
Level 1 /  Pre-1 /   2  /  Pre-2 /   3 /   4  /   5  / Cannot 
estimate 
ご自身の英語力は英検何級レベルだと思います
か。 
 
1 級 / 準 1 級  / 2 級  / 準 2 級 / 3 級 / 4 級  / 5 級  / わ
からない 
6. 
What is your most recent TOEIC Score?  
 
900 or over  / 800-899 / 700-799  /  600-699 /  500-599  
/  400- 499 /  Under 399   / Never taken 
最新の TOEIC スコアを教えてください。 
 
900 以上  /  800 - 899  / 700 - 799  /  600 - 699  / 500 - 
599  /  400 - 499  / 399 以下 / TOEIC  受験したこと
は無い 
7. 
Are you working fulltime?  
 
Y / N 
勤務形態は専任教員ですか？ 
 
はい／いいえ 
8. 
What courses are you currently teaching?  
 
Communication English Basic Communication English 
1  
Communication English 2  
Communication English 3  
English Expression 1  
English Expression 2  
English Conversation 
現在教えている科目は何ですか。 
 
Communication English Basic  Communication 
English 1  
Communication English 2  
Communication English 3  
English Expression 1  
English Expression 2  
English Conversation 
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Table 81 cont. Demographic items in English and Japanese 
9. 
Please indicate the extent to which you use English and 
Japanese as the language of instruction in your classes:  
 
Japanese _______ %    English _______ % 
 
英語と日本語をどの程度、授業内の言語として使
用しているかを答えてください。 
 
日本語＿＿＿＿％	 英語＿＿＿＿％ 
10. 
Have you ever studied or lived abroad?  
 
Y / N (If yes, ____ years) 
海外に在住あるいは留学したことがありますか。 
 
はい／いいえ 
（“はい”の場合、詳細を記入してください。＿＿
＿＿＿＿年間） 
11. 
What is the highest degree you have attained? 
 
Bachelor / post graduate certificate or diploma / MA / 
Doctorate or PhD  / Other (please specify) 
取得した最も高い学位を答えてください。 
 
学士／準修士号（ディプロマ）／修士号／博士号
／その他（	 	 	 ） 
12. 
From the options below, please indicate which best 
describes your university program 
 
Graduated with a major other than English  Graduated 
with a major in English Literature Graduated with a 
major in English Language  Graduated with a major in 
education  Graduated with a major in both education 
and English 
下記の項目から、最も当てはまる大学での専攻を
選択してください。 
 
英語以外の言語を専攻して卒業／英文学を専攻し
て卒業／英語学を専攻して卒業／教育学を専攻し
て卒業／教育学と英語学を専攻して卒業 
13. 
Please indicate the extent of your experience studying 
English communicatively in classes at elementary 
school, junior high school, high school, university, or in 
other institutions? 
  
None / very little / some experience / considerable 
experience 
小学校、中学校、高等学校、大学、その他の機関
で授業内においてコミュニカティブに英語を学ん
だ経験がどの程度あるかを答えてください。 
 
全くない／少ない／多少ある／かなりある 
14. 
Please indicate the extent of your experience studying 
about Communicative Language Teaching before 
becoming a teacher 
None / very little / some experience / considerable 
experience 
教員になる前にコミュニカティブ・ランゲージ・
ティーチングについてどの程度学んだ経験がある
かを答えてください。 
全くない／とても少ない／多少ある／かなりある 
15. 
Please indicate the extent of your experience observing 
lessons using Communicative Language Teaching 
approaches and methodologies, before becoming a 
teacher 
 
None / very little / some experience / considerable 
experience 
教員になる前 にコミュニカティブ・ランゲージ・
ティーチングのアプローチや方法論を用いた授業
見学をどの程度経験したことがあるかを答えてく
ださい。 
 
全くない／とても少ない／多少ある／かなりある 
16. 
Please indicate the extent of your experience conducting 
practice lessons using Communicative Language 
Teaching approaches and methodologies before 
becoming a teacher  
 
None / very little / some experience / considerable 
experience 
教員になる前にコミュニカティブ・ランゲージ・
ティーチングのアプローチや方法論を用いた授業
の練習をどの程度行った経験があるかを答えてく
ださい。 
 
全くない／とても少ない／多少ある／かなりある 
17. 
Please indicate the extent of your experience learning 
about Communicative Language Teaching approaches 
and methodologies (e.g. attending seminars) since 
becoming an English teacher  
 
None / very little / some experience / considerable 
experience 
英語教師になってからコミュニカティブ・ランゲ
ージ・ティーチングのアプローチや方法論につい
てどの程度学んだ経験があるかを答えてくださ
い。（例：セミナーに出席する） 
 
全くない／とても少ない／多少ある／かなりある 
18. 
Please indicate the extent of your experience observing 
lessons using Communicative Language Teaching 
approaches and methodologies (e.g. demonstration 
lessons) since becoming an English teacher  
 
None / very little / some experience / considerable 
experience 
英語教師になってからコミュニカティブ・ランゲ
ージ・ティーチングのアプローチや方法論を用い
た授業見学をどの程度経験したことがあるかを答
えてください。（例：研究授業） 
 
全くない／とても少ない／多少ある／かなりある 
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Table 81 cont. Demographic items in English and Japanese 
19. 
Please indicate the extent of your experience conducting 
lessons using Communicative Language Teaching 
approaches and activities (e.g. demonstration lessons or 
in your regular classes) since becoming an English 
teacher  
 
None / very little / some experience / considerable 
experience 
英語教師になってからコミュニカティブ・ランゲ
ージ・ティーチングのアプローチやアクティビテ
ィーを用いた授業をどの程度経験したかを答えて
ください。（例：研究授業あるいは毎回の授業
で） 
 
全くない／とても少ない／多少ある／かなりある 
20. 
Do you belong to a teachers’ association?   
 
Y / N (If yes, Association ___________) 
教員の学会に所属していますか。 
 
はい／いいえ 
（“はい”の場合、学会名を記入してください。＿
＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿） 
21. Where is your high school? 勤務校の所在地はどこですか。 
22. 
What kind of school are you currently teaching in?  
  
Private / Public / International / Other (__________ ) 
現在の勤務校は以下のどれに当てはまりますか。 
 
私立／公立／インターナショナルスクール／その
他（	 	 	 	 ） 
23. 
In the last 10 years, has your school had a special 
designation, such as SELHi?   
 
Y / N    
If yes, Designation: ________  
現在のもしくは過去 10 年間以内に、あなたの勤
務校が特別指定を（例：SELHi）受けています
か。 
 
はい／いいえ	  
“はい”を選択した場合、指定された名称を記入し
てください＿＿＿＿＿＿ 
24. 
Please indicate the level of your school (in terms of 
school level), compared to other schools in your city or 
prefecture:     
      
lower than average / average / higher than average 
勤務校のある市あるいは県の他校と比較して、あ
なたの勤務校の偏差値を答えてください。 
  
平均未満／平均／平均より上 
25. 
How many fulltime teachers are there in your school’s 
English department?  
 
1-3 / 4-6 / 7-10 / More than 10 
勤務校の英語科には何名の専任居員がいますか。 
 
1-3 / 4-6 / 7-10 / 10 名以上 
26. 
Please estimate the average age of teachers in your 
English department.    
 
20-29 / 30-39 / 40-49 / 50-59 / Over 60     
勤務校の英語科教諭の平均年齢をおおよそで答え
てください。 
 
平均 20-29 / 30-39 / 40-49 / 50-59 / 60 歳以上   
27. 
Please estimate the amount of time each week you 
spend preparing for your English classes 
 
less than 3 hours / 3 – 6 hours / 6 – 9 hours / more than 
9 hours 
英語の授業準備に毎週何時間かけているかをおお
よそで答えてください。 
 
3 時間未満／3-6 時間／6-9 時間／9 時間より多い 
28. 
Please estimate the amount of time each week you 
spend checking and grading student work for your 
English classes 
 
less than 3 hours / 3 – 6 hours / 6 – 9 hours / more than 
9 hours 
英語の授業で生徒に出された課題の点検と評価に
毎週何時間かけているかをおおよそで答えてくだ
さい。 
 
3 時間未満／3-6 時間／6-9 時間／9 時間より多い 
29. 
How often do you teach with an Assistant Language 
Teacher? 
 
less than once a month / once a month / twice a month / 
once a week / more than once a week  
ALT 教員とはどれくらいの頻度で授業を行ってい
ますか。 
 
1 ヶ月に 1 回未満／1 か月に 1 回／1 ヶ月に 2 回／
1 週間に 1 回／1 週間に 1 回以上 
30. 
Are you designated as a homeroom teacher?   
  
Y / N 
学級担任を受け持っていますか。 
 
はい／いいえ 
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31. 
Are you responsible for a club?   
 
 Y / N  
(If yes, please indicate the club __________) 
部活動の顧問ですか。 
 
はい／いいえ 
（“はい”の場合、クラブ名を記入してください
＿） 
32. 
What administrative duties are you assigned to?    
 
General Affairs / Academic Affairs / Student And 
Educational Guidance / Extra-curricular / University 
Counselling / Health / Textbooks / Other 
担当している校務分掌を答えてください。 
 
総務,庶務 /教務/ 生徒指導,生活指導 /特別活動指導 
/進路指導 /保健 /図書 /その他 
33. 
Please estimate the amount of time each week you 
spend carrying out duties not related to classes, 
preparation, or grading (such as homeroom, club or 
administration duties) 
 
less than 5 hours / 5 – 10 hours / 10 – 15 hours / more 
than 15 hours 
授業、準備、評価に関連していない仕事を行うの
に毎週何時間かけているかをおおよそで答えてく
ださい。（例：ホームルーム、部活動、校務運営
等） 
 
5 時間未満 / 5-10 時間 / 10-15 時間 / 15 時間より多
い 
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APPENDIX J: RESPONSE SCALE FOR PILOT AND MAIN STUDY 
 
In Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the study, a six-level response scale was used in the online 
questionnaire. Table 82 shows the JTE-TES response scale in English and Table 83 shows the 
scale in Japanese. 
 
Table 82. Response scale in English  
Not confident 
at all 
Relatively not 
confident 
Somewhat not 
confident 
Somewhat 
confident 
Quite 
confident 
Very 
confident 
 
Table 83. Response scale in Japanese 
全く自信 
がない 
ほぼ自信 
がない 
少し自信が
ない 
少し自信 
がある 
ほぼ自信 
がある 
とても自信 
がある 
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APPENDIX K: CORRELATION MATRIX FOR DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 r r r r r r r r 
1. Years of Experience 1 -.392** -.693** -.118 .047 .279** -.095 .158 
2. Two years or less experience -.392** 1 .437** -.090 -.011 -.091 -.089 -.113 
3. Five years or less experience -.693** .437** 1 -.087 -.162 -.327** -.124 -.234* 
4. Eiken Score -.118 -.090 -.087 1 .405** .236* .778** .070 
5. TOEIC Score .047 -.011 -.162 .405** 1 .391** .471** .323** 
6. Estimated Eiken Score .279** -.091 -.327** .236* .391** 1 .159 .728** 
7. Eiken score at /above Pre-1 -.095 -.089 -.124 .778** .471** .159 1 .217* 
8. Perceived Eiken at /above Pre-1 .158 -.113 -.234* .070 .323** .728** .217* 1 
9. Use of English in class % -.010 -.157 -.046 .129 .053 -.018 .115 .123 
10. Gender -.219* .036 .053 .220* .054 .011 .134 -.032 
11. Age .915** -.333** -.684** -.048 .095 .264** -.038 .123 
12. Lived/studied abroad -.144 .046 .186* .084 .265** .106 .065 .061 
13. CLT as a student -.224* .045 .293** .029 -.035 -.146 .010 -.027 
14. PS studying about CLT -.161 .003 .144 .041 .003 -.031 .062 .044 
15. PS observing CLT -.187* -.064 .077 .196 .079 .061 .215* .133 
16. PS conducting CLT -.218* -.066 .180* .023 .082 -.093 .056 .045 
17. IS learning about CLT -.005 -.242** -.125 .186 .087 .105 .219* .194* 
18. IS observing CLT .065 -.299** -.167 .257* .128 .171 .207* .213* 
19. IS conducting CLT .026 -.316** -.112 .260** .167 .216* .218* .231* 
20. Highest degree .044 -.044 -.070 .245* .075 .136 .251* .136 
21. Bachelor / Postgraduate .040 -.045 -.071 .217* .075 .137 .230* .138 
22. Not English or Education -.104 -.067 -.008 .018 .025 -.073 .007 -.051 
23. English Literature .140 -.048 -.171 -.041 -.136 -.011 -.082 -.112 
24. English Language -.185* .155 .173 .013 .041 -.146 -.035 -.005 
25. Education -.034 .013 .011 -.151 .044 .130 .020 .116 
26. English and Education .177 -.103 -.023 .159 .040 .125 .122 .066 
27. Teaching Association member .118 -.114 -.163 .138 .183 .256** .163 .214* 
28. Full time .324** -.326** -.187* -.005 .136 .107 .032 .120 
29. Homeroom teacher .111 -.194* -.161 .207* .239* .128 .276** .186* 
30. Club leader .124 -.031 -.111 -.007 .053 .195* .041 .222* 
31. English Club leader .020 -.060 -.057 -.038 -.011 -.039 -.010 -.089 
32. Communication Basic -.025 -.029 -.067 .008 .075 .085 -.026 .058 
33. Communication English 1 .094 -.077 -.044 -.166 -.219* .065 -.133 .004 
34. Communication English 2 -.176 .252** .215* .019 -.089 -.111 -.015 -.188* 
35. Communication English 3 .166 -.002 .030 .020 -.053 -.019 -.005 .002 
36. English Expression 1 .138 .047 -.055 -.050 .034 .150 -.101 .042 
37. English Expression 2 -.134 .112 .081 .109 .003 -.003 .026 -.017 
38. English Conversation .034 -.074 .098 .114 -.015 -.162 .096 -.068 
39. Private school -.043 .044 .078 -.141 -.054 -.027 -.062 -.004 
40. School with special designation -.017 -.064 -.029 .101 .079 .061 .023 .173 
41.  SELHi designation .068 -.078 -.048 .074 -.013 .080 -.068 .143 
42. Level of school (hensachi) -.024 .000 -.068 .159 .091 .162 .209* .267** 
43. Number of fulltime teachers .032 -.050 -.086 .220* .327** .207* .232* .199* 
44. Average age of teachers .250** -.080 -.240** .052 .329** .033 .117 .010 
45. Serving on a committee .082 .047 .107 -.147 -.147 .054 -.170 .047 
46. General Affairs committee .109 -.067 -.008 -.107 -.103 .045 -.090 .050 
47. Academic Affairs committee -.104 -.120 .110 .226* .002 .038 .153 -.001 
48. Student / Education guidance -.010 .160 .073 -.202* -.082 -.121 -.269** -.070 
49. University counselling .071 -.012 -.096 -.011 .038 .016 -.025 .077 
50. Health committee .086 .145 -.006 .088 -.064 .057 .027 -.024 
51. Extra curricular activities -.059 .171 .017 .056 -.010 .121 -.037 .083 
52. Text book committee .041 -.071 -.023 .063 .113 .121 -.022 .136 
53. Number of committees you serve on -.049 .032 .112 .022 -.078 .069 -.101 .125 
54. Time preparing for classes -.087 -.089 .028 .136 .069 .046 .097 .275** 
55. Time checking /grading -.014 -.051 -.009 .143 .102 .123 .070 .077 
56. Time on other duties .077 -.081 -.050 -.151 -.062 .114 -.213* .053 
57. Time teaching with an ALT .107 -.197* -.075 -.138 -.031 -.061 -.166 -.065 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
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 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
 r r r r r r r r 
1. Years of Experience -.010 -.219* .915** -.144 -.224* -.161 -.187* -.218* 
2. Two years or less experience -.157 .036 -.333** .046 .045 .003 -.064 -.066 
3. Five years or less experience -.046 .053 -.684** .186* .293** .144 .077 .180* 
4. Eiken Score .129 .220* -.048 .084 .029 .041 .196 .023 
5. TOEIC Score .053 .054 .095 .265** -.035 .003 .079 .082 
6. Estimated Eiken Score -.018 .011 .264** .106 -.146 -.031 .061 -.093 
7. Eiken score at /above Pre-1 .115 .134 -.038 .065 .010 .062 .215* .056 
8. Perceived Eiken at /above Pre-1 .123 -.032 .123 .061 -.027 .044 .133 .045 
9. Use of English in class % 1 -.041 -.028 .194* .027 .037 .033 .094 
10. Gender -.041 1 -.144 -.023 .226* .111 .111 .048 
11. Age -.028 -.144 1 -.081 -.248** -.195* -.189* -.245** 
12. Lived/studied abroad .194* -.023 -.081 1 .210* .214* .184* .270** 
13. CLT as a student .027 .226* -.248** .210* 1 .466** .464** .482** 
14. PS studying about CLT .037 .111 -.195* .214* .466** 1 .789** .750** 
15. PS observing CLT .033 .111 -.189* .184* .464** .789** 1 .803** 
16. PS conducting CLT .094 .048 -.245** .270** .482** .750** .803** 1 
17. IS learning about CLT .493** .123 -.056 .114 .126 .157 .276** .288** 
18. IS observing CLT .545** .070 .035 .170 .178 .215* .303** .294** 
19. IS conducting CLT .606** .076 -.001 .308** .171 .172 .265** .256** 
20. Highest degree -.095 -.066 .051 .135 .127 .196* .211* .188* 
21. Bachelor / Postgraduate -.098 -.089 .042 .136 .129 .199* .213* .202* 
22. Not English or Education .115 .061 -.096 .060 -.056 -.110 -.007 -.048 
23. English Literature .045 .131 .156 -.133 -.004 -.172 -.134 -.189* 
24. English Language -.066 -.069 -.173 -.031 .201* -.009 -.063 .032 
25. Education .042 -.128 .008 -.011 -.183* .101 .150 .115 
26. English and Education -.094 .009 .098 .158 -.035 .196* .098 .103 
27. Teaching Association member .191* -.067 .108 .247** .138 .192* .123 .201* 
28. Full time .090 -.183 .242** .123 .091 .021 .033 .000 
29. Homeroom teacher .302** -.208* .064 .173 .010 .017 .185* .061 
30. Club leader .142 -.107 .096 .033 .041 -.069 -.010 -.066 
31. English Club leader .025 .059 -.006 .052 .024 -.011 -.089 -.006 
32. Communication Basic .057 .05 .057 .158 -.024 -.021 .014 .045 
33. Communication English 1 -.072 -.135 .042 .017 -.076 -.195* -.103 -.201* 
34. Communication English 2 -.052 .063 -.149 -.037 .039 .026 -.057 -.021 
35. Communication English 3 .026 -.230* .139 .025 -.110 -.118 -.052 -.063 
36. English Expression 1 -.194* .047 .106 -.126 -.133 -.079 -.070 -.169 
37. English Expression 2 -.029 .006 -.187* -.064 -.179* -.120 -.007 -.002 
38. English Conversation .056 .107 .067 .010 .096 .004 -.092 -.025 
39. Private school -.247** -.072 -.050 -.063 .056 -.029 .006 .016 
40. School with special designation .518** .022 .009 .236** .029 .087 .048 .118 
41.  SELHi designation .317** -.107 .051 .042 -.064 -.028 -.147 -.116 
42. Level of school (hensachi) .309** -.078 -.009 .000 -.096 -.019 .054 .053 
43. Number of fulltime teachers .222* -.041 -.002 .136 -.133 .009 .081 .086 
44. Average age of teachers -.020 -.059 .291** .026 -.055 .073 .031 .046 
45. Serving on a committee .033 -.216* -.012 .151 .133 .119 .074 .086 
46. General Affairs committee .088 -.010 .018 -.062 -.021 .014 -.003 -.022 
47. Academic Affairs committee -.023 .005 -.103 .087 .014 .078 .008 -.041 
48. Student / Education guidance -.054 .003 .001 -.059 .087 -.166 -.199* -.125 
49. University counselling -.142 -.288** .087 -.093 -.101 -.155 -.081 -.108 
50. Health committee -.149 -.008 .131 .084 .009 -.033 -.026 -.086 
51. Extra curricular activities -.116 -.008 -.050 .131 -.140 -.077 .019 -.053 
52. Text book committee .046 .118 .112 .151 .105 .038 .132 .141 
53. Number of committees you serve on -.158 .027 -.029 .097 .126 -.018 .022 -.001 
54. Time preparing for classes .162 .155 -.076 -.155 -.027 .052 .043 .006 
55. Time checking /grading -.005 -.066 -.055 -.073 -.068 -.110 -.052 -.074 
56. Time on other duties .029 -.207* -.056 -.039 .042 -.045 .016 .061 
57. Time teaching with an ALT .182* .004 .068 .002 .041 .167 .054 .208* 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
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 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
 r r r r r r r r 
1. Years of Experience -.005 .065 .026 .044 .040 -.104 .140 -.185* 
2. Two years or less experience -.242** -.299** -.316** -.044 -.045 -.067 -.048 .155 
3. Five years or less experience -.125 -.167 -.112 -.070 -.071 -.008 -.171 .173 
4. Eiken Score .186 .257* .260** .245* .217* .018 -.041 .013 
5. TOEIC Score .087 .128 .167 .075 .075 .025 -.136 .041 
6. Estimated Eiken Score .105 .171 .216* .136 .137 -.073 -.011 -.146 
7. Eiken score at /above Pre-1 .219* .207* .218* .251* .230* .007 -.082 -.035 
8. Perceived Eiken at /above Pre-1 .194* .213* .231* .136 .138 -.051 -.112 -.005 
9. Use of English in class % .493** .545** .606** -.095 -.098 .115 .045 -.066 
10. Gender .123 .070 .076 -.066 -.089 .061 .131 -.069 
11. Age -.056 .035 -.001 .051 .042 -.096 .156 -.173 
12. Lived/studied abroad .114 .170 .308** .135 .136 .060 -.133 -.031 
13. CLT as a student .126 .178 .171 .127 .129 -.056 -.004 .201* 
14. PS studying about CLT .157 .215* .172 .196* .199* -.110 -.172 -.009 
15. PS observing CLT .276** .303** .265** .211* .213* -.007 -.134 -.063 
16. PS conducting CLT .288** .294** .256** .188* .202* -.048 -.189* .032 
17. IS learning about CLT 1 .810** .731** -.003 -.013 .101 -.013 -.122 
18. IS observing CLT .810** 1 .838** .108 .098 .095 .077 -.107 
19. IS conducting CLT .731** .838** 1 .057 .047 .156 .047 -.131 
20. Highest degree -.003 .108 .057 1 .989** -.171 .039 -.218* 
21. Bachelor / Postgraduate -.013 .098 .047 .989** 1 -.173 .040 -.221* 
22. Not English or Education .101 .095 .156 -.171 -.173 1 -.176 -.214* 
23. English Literature -.013 .077 .047 .039 .040 -.176 1 -.427** 
24. English Language -.122 -.107 -.131 -.218* -.221* -.214* -.427** 1 
25. Education .094 .006 .034 -.028 -.028 -.123 -.246** -.298** 
26. English and Education .007 -.030 -.035 .379** .384** -.135 -.269** -.327** 
27. Teaching Association member .115 .243** .310** .308** .312** -.076 -.023 -.065 
28. Full time .097 .075 .075 .050 .051 .093 -.139 .045 
29. Homeroom teacher .287** .309** .344** .090 .072 .047 -.057 -.061 
30. Club leader .219* .151 .162 -.012 -.013 .111 -.062 .059 
31. English Club leader .131 .204* .166 .035 -.002 .042 .068 .022 
32. Communication Basic .029 .027 .082 .073 .073 -.038 .070 -.093 
33. Communication English 1 -.042 -.090 -.026 -.283** -.286** .057 .032 -.006 
34. Communication English 2 -.126 -.137 -.146 .005 .005 -.028 -.086 .042 
35. Communication English 3 -.113 -.178* -.226* -.014 -.015 -.135 -.072 -.008 
36. English Expression 1 -.147 -.117 -.118 -.070 -.052 -.060 .010 -.096 
37. English Expression 2 -.102 -.129 -.188* .034 .034 -.014 -.057 .008 
38. English Conversation -.108 -.152 -.064 .061 .062 .103 -.133 .168 
39. Private school -.156 -.140 -.118 -.111 -.081 .187* .110 -.141 
40. School with special designation .382** .458** .486** -.067 -.089 .069 .076 -.053 
41.  SELHi designation .166 .252** .292** -.137 -.139 -.006 .158 -.024 
42. Level of school (hensachi) .168 .259** .197* .085 .086 .068 .021 -.020 
43. Number of fulltime teachers .097 .175 .200* .181* .183* .015 -.011 -.140 
44. Average age of teachers -.023 .056 -.037 .065 .048 -.086 -.061 .125 
45. Serving on a committee .045 .052 -.017 .118 .119 .061 -.159 .061 
46. General Affairs committee .134 .163 .156 -.035 -.036 .129 -.041 -.089 
47. Academic Affairs committee .033 .042 .065 .009 .009 -.086 -.046 .115 
48. Student / Education guidance -.109 -.104 -.115 -.070 -.071 .210* .011 -.037 
49. University counselling -.075 -.079 -.108 -.061 -.043 .026 -.095 .106 
50. Health committee -.045 -.005 -.029 .069 .070 -.061 .066 .025 
51. Extra curricular activities -.060 -.067 -.036 -.001 -.001 -.055 -.004 -.035 
52. Text book committee -.087 -.033 .057 .015 .015 -.093 .074 -.045 
53. Number of committees you serve on -.106 -.092 -.011 .046 .046 .114 -.096 .002 
54. Time preparing for classes .019 .051 .035 .048 .068 -.128 .131 -.048 
55. Time checking /grading -.026 .049 .044 .117 .139 -.040 .095 -.013 
56. Time on other duties .153 .081 .138 .054 .073 -.049 -.015 .041 
57. Time teaching with an ALT .179* .230* .182* .106 .119 -.072 .071 -.078 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
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 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 
 r r r r r r r r 
1. Years of Experience -.034 .177 .118 .324** .111 .124 .020 -.025 
2. Two years or less experience .013 -.103 -.114 -.326** -.194* -.031 -.060 -.029 
3. Five years or less experience .011 -.023 -.163 -.187* -.161 -.111 -.057 -.067 
4. Eiken Score -.151 .159 .138 -.005 .207* -.007 -.038 .008 
5. TOEIC Score .044 .040 .183 .136 .239* .053 -.011 .075 
6. Estimated Eiken Score .130 .125 .256** .107 .128 .195* -.039 .085 
7. Eiken score at /above Pre-1 .020 .122 .163 .032 .276** .041 -.010 -.026 
8. Perceived Eiken at /above Pre-1 .116 .066 .214* .120 .186* .222* -.089 .058 
9. Use of English in class % .042 -.094 .191* .090 .302** .142 .025 .057 
10. Gender -.128 .009 -.067 -.183 -.208* -.107 .059 .c 
11. Age .008 .098 .108 .242** .064 .096 -.006 .057 
12. Lived/studied abroad -.011 .158 .247** .123 .173 .033 .052 .158 
13. CLT as a student -.183* -.035 .138 .091 .010 .041 .024 -.024 
14. PS studying about CLT .101 .196* .192* .021 .017 -.069 -.011 -.021 
15. PS observing CLT .150 .098 .123 .033 .185* -.010 -.089 .014 
16. PS conducting CLT .115 .103 .201* .000 .061 -.066 -.006 .045 
17. IS learning about CLT .094 .007 .115 .097 .287** .219* .131 .029 
18. IS observing CLT .006 -.030 .243** .075 .309** .151 .204* .027 
19. IS conducting CLT .034 -.035 .310** .075 .344** .162 .166 .082 
20. Highest degree -.028 .379** .308** .050 .090 -.012 .035 .073 
21. Bachelor / Postgraduate -.028 .384** .312** .051 .072 -.013 -.002 .073 
22. Not English or Education -.123 -.135 -.076 .093 .047 .111 .042 -.038 
23. English Literature -.246** -.269** -.023 -.139 -.057 -.062 .068 .070 
24. English Language -.298** -.327** -.065 .045 -.061 .059 .022 -.093 
25. Education 1 -.188* .020 -.031 .065 -.057 -.110 .129 
26. English and Education -.188* 1 .147 .066 .049 -.029 -.033 -.058 
27. Teaching Association member .020 .147 1 .017 -.023 .003 .030 .095 
28. Full time -.031 .066 .017 1 .268** .406** .083 .040 
29. Homeroom teacher .065 .049 -.023 .268** 1 .269** .040 -.110 
30. Club leader -.057 -.029 .003 .406** .269** 1 .095 .048 
31. English Club leader -.110 -.033 .030 .083 .040 .095 1 -.034 
32. Communication Basic .129 -.058 .095 .040 -.110 .048 -.034 1 
33. Communication English 1 .043 -.112 -.065 .202* -.007 .078 .066 .128 
34. Communication English 2 .090 -.017 .115 -.234** -.207* -.065 -.036 -.116 
35. Communication English 3 .057 .139 -.014 .142 .049 -.029 -.117 -.058 
36. English Expression 1 .086 .072 .002 .022 -.024 -.103 -.146 .027 
37. English Expression 2 -.028 .093 -.064 -.193* .001 -.033 -.090 -.110 
38. English Conversation -.136 -.004 -.030 .103 .051 .039 -.083 -.042 
39. Private school .080 -.159 -.045 -.090 -.080 -.125 .022 -.045 
40. School with special designation -.016 -.057 -.017 .015 .206* .133 .118 .058 
41.  SELHi designation -.068 -.086 .089 .108 .134 .128 -.091 .165 
42. Level of school (hensachi) .026 -.074 -.046 -.033 .019 .000 -.002 -.074 
43. Number of fulltime teachers .119 .067 .057 .016 .210* .044 .123 -.072 
44. Average age of teachers -.026 -.001 .053 .232* .152 .177 .130 .151 
45. Serving on a committee -.031 .093 .002 .513** .093 .427** .055 .026 
46. General Affairs committee .045 .023 -.076 .093 -.014 .020 .162 -.038 
47. Academic Affairs committee -.053 .020 -.024 .029 -.136 .078 .018 .087 
48. Student / Education guidance -.045 -.076 -.064 -.117 .041 .071 .024 -.067 
49. University counselling -.069 .022 -.040 .174 .014 .019 -.126 -.096 
50. Health committee -.085 .016 -.104 -.080 -.093 .077 -.055 -.026 
51. Extra curricular activities .054 .039 .021 -.264** .029 .068 -.049 -.024 
52. Text book committee .031 .009 .054 -.002 .078 .117 -.083 .185* 
53. Number of committees you serve on -.042 .064 .003 .025 -.054 .272** -.091 .049 
54. Time preparing for classes .050 -.046 -.068 -.062 .089 -.006 -.126 -.095 
55. Time checking /grading .019 -.083 -.148 .040 .041 -.050 -.005 -.150 
56. Time on other duties .008 -.006 .024 .153 .187* .313** .063 .016 
57. Time teaching with an ALT .015 .053 -.021 .166 .010 .043 .016 .090 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
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 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
 r r r r r r r r 
1. Years of Experience .094 -.176 .166 .138 -.134 .034 -.043 -.017 
2. Two years or less experience -.077 .252** -.002 .047 .112 -.074 .044 -.064 
3. Five years or less experience -.044 .215* .030 -.055 .081 .098 .078 -.029 
4. Eiken Score -.166 .019 .020 -.050 .109 .114 -.141 .101 
5. TOEIC Score -.219* -.089 -.053 .034 .003 -.015 -.054 .079 
6. Estimated Eiken Score .065 -.111 -.019 .150 -.003 -.162 -.027 .061 
7. Eiken score at /above Pre-1 -.133 -.015 -.005 -.101 .026 .096 -.062 .023 
8. Perceived Eiken at /above Pre-1 .004 -.188* .002 .042 -.017 -.068 -.004 .173 
9. Use of English in class % -.072 -.052 .026 -.194* -.029 .056 -.247** .518** 
10. Gender -.135 .063 -.230* .047 .006 .107 -.072 .022 
11. Age .042 -.149 .139 .106 -.187* .067 -.050 .009 
12. Lived/studied abroad .017 -.037 .025 -.126 -.064 .010 -.063 .236** 
13. CLT as a student -.076 .039 -.110 -.133 -.179* .096 .056 .029 
14. PS studying about CLT -.195* .026 -.118 -.079 -.120 .004 -.029 .087 
15. PS observing CLT -.103 -.057 -.052 -.070 -.007 -.092 .006 .048 
16. PS conducting CLT -.201* -.021 -.063 -.169 -.002 -.025 .016 .118 
17. IS learning about CLT -.042 -.126 -.113 -.147 -.102 -.108 -.156 .382** 
18. IS observing CLT -.090 -.137 -.178* -.117 -.129 -.152 -.140 .458** 
19. IS conducting CLT -.026 -.146 -.226* -.118 -.188* -.064 -.118 .486** 
20. Highest degree -.283** .005 -.014 -.070 .034 .061 -.111 -.067 
21. Bachelor / Postgraduate -.286** .005 -.015 -.052 .034 .062 -.081 -.089 
22. Not English or Education .057 -.028 -.135 -.060 -.014 .103 .187* .069 
23. English Literature .032 -.086 -.072 .010 -.057 -.133 .110 .076 
24. English Language -.006 .042 -.008 -.096 .008 .168 -.141 -.053 
25. Education .043 .090 .057 .086 -.028 -.136 .080 -.016 
26. English and Education -.112 -.017 .139 .072 .093 -.004 -.159 -.057 
27. Teaching Association member -.065 .115 -.014 .002 -.064 -.030 -.045 -.017 
28. Full time .202* -.234** .142 .022 -.193* .103 -.090 .015 
29. Homeroom teacher -.007 -.207* .049 -.024 .001 .051 -.080 .206* 
30. Club leader .078 -.065 -.029 -.103 -.033 .039 -.125 .133 
31. English Club leader .066 -.036 -.117 -.146 -.090 -.083 .022 .118 
32. Communication Basic .128 -.116 -.058 .027 -.110 -.042 -.045 .058 
33. Communication English 1 1 -.253** -.025 .508** -.237** -.057 .030 -.108 
34. Communication English 2 -.253** 1 .157 -.131 .356** -.020 .058 -.044 
35. Communication English 3 -.025 .157 1 -.104 .355** -.004 .052 -.057 
36. English Expression 1 .508** -.131 -.104 1 -.024 -.100 -.009 -.153 
37. English Expression 2 -.237** .356** .355** -.024 1 -.060 -.080 -.013 
38. English Conversation -.057 -.020 -.004 -.100 -.060 1 -.026 -.093 
39. Private school .030 .058 .052 -.009 -.080 -.026 1 -.165 
40. School with special designation -.108 -.044 -.057 -.153 -.013 -.093 -.165 1 
41.  SELHi designation .024 -.096 -.156 -.010 -.080 -.024 -.120 .534** 
42. Level of school (hensachi) -.223* -.056 .124 -.133 .169 -.219* .003 .303** 
43. Number of fulltime teachers -.299** -.245** .000 -.159 .092 .039 .096 .145 
44. Average age of teachers -.101 -.223* -.169 -.032 -.207* .086 -.165 .033 
45. Serving on a committee .043 .020 .093 -.085 .009 .068 -.085 -.048 
46. General Affairs committee .057 .032 .023 -.060 -.014 .002 -.104 .003 
47. Academic Affairs committee -.024 -.003 .073 -.111 -.016 .024 .070 .001 
48. Student / Education guidance -.084 .175 -.023 -.015 .081 .031 .078 .028 
49. University counselling .096 -.091 .112 .155 .082 -.074 .126 -.112 
50. Health committee .039 .063 -.093 .085 -.009 .071 -.072 -.134 
51. Extra curricular activities .090 .019 -.083 .132 .121 -.060 -.064 -.018 
52. Text book committee .083 -.110 -.066 .152 -.095 .185* -.104 .047 
53. Number of committees you serve on .104 .025 -.030 .156 .018 .126 .069 -.164 
54. Time preparing for classes -.174 -.012 -.008 -.012 .003 .039 -.004 .024 
55. Time checking /grading -.112 .040 -.009 -.111 .136 -.132 .206* -.122 
56. Time on other duties .017 -.124 -.089 -.106 .044 .068 -.166 .018 
57. Time teaching with an ALT .159 -.132 -.260** .226* -.194* .093 -.222* .188* 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
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 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 
 r r r r r r r r 
1. Years of Experience .068 -.024 .032 .250** .082 .109 -.104 -.010 
2. Two years or less experience -.078 .000 -.050 -.080 .047 -.067 -.120 .160 
3. Five years or less experience -.048 -.068 -.086 -.240** .107 -.008 .110 .073 
4. Eiken Score .074 .159 .220* .052 -.147 -.107 .226* -.202* 
5. TOEIC Score -.013 .091 .327** .329** -.147 -.103 .002 -.082 
6. Estimated Eiken Score .080 .162 .207* .033 .054 .045 .038 -.121 
7. Eiken score at /above Pre-1 -.068 .209* .232* .117 -.170 -.090 .153 -.269** 
8. Perceived Eiken at /above Pre-1 .143 .267** .199* .010 .047 .050 -.001 -.070 
9. Use of English in class % .317** .309** .222* -.020 .033 .088 -.023 -.054 
10. Gender -.107 -.078 -.041 -.059 -.216* -.010 .005 .003 
11. Age .051 -.009 -.002 .291** -.012 .018 -.103 .001 
12. Lived/studied abroad .042 .000 .136 .026 .151 -.062 .087 -.059 
13. CLT as a student -.064 -.096 -.133 -.055 .133 -.021 .014 .087 
14. PS studying about CLT -.028 -.019 .009 .073 .119 .014 .078 -.166 
15. PS observing CLT -.147 .054 .081 .031 .074 -.003 .008 -.199* 
16. PS conducting CLT -.116 .053 .086 .046 .086 -.022 -.041 -.125 
17. IS learning about CLT .166 .168 .097 -.023 .045 .134 .033 -.109 
18. IS observing CLT .252** .259** .175 .056 .052 .163 .042 -.104 
19. IS conducting CLT .292** .197* .200* -.037 -.017 .156 .065 -.115 
20. Highest degree -.137 .085 .181* .065 .118 -.035 .009 -.070 
21. Bachelor / Postgraduate -.139 .086 .183* .048 .119 -.036 .009 -.071 
22. Not English or Education -.006 .068 .015 -.086 .061 .129 -.086 .210* 
23. English Literature .158 .021 -.011 -.061 -.159 -.041 -.046 .011 
24. English Language -.024 -.020 -.140 .125 .061 -.089 .115 -.037 
25. Education -.068 .026 .119 -.026 -.031 .045 -.053 -.045 
26. English and Education -.086 -.074 .067 -.001 .093 .023 .020 -.076 
27. Teaching Association member .089 -.046 .057 .053 .002 -.076 -.024 -.064 
28. Full time .108 -.033 .016 .232* .513** .093 .029 -.117 
29. Homeroom teacher .134 .019 .210* .152 .093 -.014 -.136 .041 
30. Club leader .128 .000 .044 .177 .427** .020 .078 .071 
31. English Club leader -.091 -.002 .123 .130 .055 .162 .018 .024 
32. Communication Basic .165 -.074 -.072 .151 .026 -.038 .087 -.067 
33. Communication English 1 .024 -.223* -.299** -.101 .043 .057 -.024 -.084 
34. Communication English 2 -.096 -.056 -.245** -.223* .020 .032 -.003 .175 
35. Communication English 3 -.156 .124 .000 -.169 .093 .023 .073 -.023 
36. English Expression 1 -.010 -.133 -.159 -.032 -.085 -.060 -.111 -.015 
37. English Expression 2 -.080 .169 .092 -.207* .009 -.014 -.016 .081 
38. English Conversation -.024 -.219* .039 .086 .068 .002 .024 .031 
39. Private school -.120 .003 .096 -.165 -.085 -.104 .070 .078 
40. School with special designation .534** .303** .145 .033 -.048 .003 .001 .028 
41.  SELHi designation 1 .030 .144 -.015 .071 -.006 .073 .081 
42. Level of school (hensachi) .030 1 .405** -.032 -.047 .204* -.135 -.068 
43. Number of fulltime teachers .144 .405** 1 .165 -.115 .045 -.046 -.087 
44. Average age of teachers -.015 -.032 .165 1 .098 -.032 .066 -.277** 
45. Serving on a committee .071 -.047 -.115 .098 1 .061 .109 .107 
46. General Affairs committee -.006 .204* .045 -.032 .061 1 -.158 -.154 
47. Academic Affairs committee .073 -.135 -.046 .066 .109 -.158 1 -.178* 
48. Student / Education guidance .081 -.068 -.087 -.277** .107 -.154 -.178* 1 
49. University counselling -.091 .019 -.244** .003 .154 -.222* -.150 -.179* 
50. Health committee -.071 0.000 -.094 -.022 .042 -.061 -.010 -.006 
51. Extra curricular activities .086 -.105 -.009 -.121 .038 -.055 .235** .130 
52. Text book committee .078 -.196* .071 .186* .065 -.093 .040 -.023 
53. Number of committees you serve on -.041 -.176 -.209* -.041 .370** -.059 .332** .286** 
54. Time preparing for classes .068 .085 .208* -.035 -.102 -.066 .110 .023 
55. Time checking /grading -.037 .223* .226* -.047 .004 .028 .080 -.056 
56. Time on other duties .120 -.153 -.010 .071 .332** .095 .048 .161 
57. Time teaching with an ALT .083 .057 -.052 .034 .076 .059 -.038 -.025 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
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 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 
 r r r r r r r r r 
1. Years of Experience .071 .086 -.059 .041 -.049 -.087 -.014 .077 .107 
2. Two years or less experience -.012 .145 .171 -.071 .032 -.089 -.051 -.081 -.197* 
3. Five years or less experience -.096 -.006 .017 -.023 .112 .028 -.009 -.050 -.075 
4. Eiken Score -.011 .088 .056 .063 .022 .136 .143 -.151 -.138 
5. TOEIC Score .038 -.064 -.010 .113 -.078 .069 .102 -.062 -.031 
6. Estimated Eiken Score .016 .057 .121 .121 .069 .046 .123 .114 -.061 
7. Eiken score at /above Pre-1 -.025 .027 -.037 -.022 -.101 .097 .070 -.213* -.166 
8. Perceived Eiken at /above Pre-1 .077 -.024 .083 .136 .125 .275** .077 .053 -.065 
9. Use of English in class % -.142 -.149 -.116 .046 -.158 .162 -.005 .029 .182* 
10. Gender -.288** -.008 -.008 .118 .027 .155 -.066 -.207* .004 
11. Age .087 .131 -.050 .112 -.029 -.076 -.055 -.056 .068 
12. Lived/studied abroad -.093 .084 .131 .151 .097 -.155 -.073 -.039 .002 
13. CLT as a student -.101 .009 -.140 .105 .126 -.027 -.068 .042 .041 
14. PS studying about CLT -.155 -.033 -.077 .038 -.018 .052 -.110 -.045 .167 
15. PS observing CLT -.081 -.026 .019 .132 .022 .043 -.052 .016 .054 
16. PS conducting CLT -.108 -.086 -.053 .141 -.001 .006 -.074 .061 .208* 
17. IS learning about CLT -.075 -.045 -.060 -.087 -.106 .019 -.026 .153 .179* 
18. IS observing CLT -.079 -.005 -.067 -.033 -.092 .051 .049 .081 .230* 
19. IS conducting CLT -.108 -.029 -.036 .057 -.011 .035 .044 .138 .182* 
20. Highest degree -.061 .069 -.001 .015 .046 .048 .117 .054 .106 
21. Bachelor / Postgraduate -.043 .070 -.001 .015 .046 .068 .139 .073 .119 
22. Not English or Education .026 -.061 -.055 -.093 .114 -.128 -.040 -.049 -.072 
23. English Literature -.095 .066 -.004 .074 -.096 .131 .095 -.015 .071 
24. English Language .106 .025 -.035 -.045 .002 -.048 -.013 .041 -.078 
25. Education -.069 -.085 .054 .031 -.042 .050 .019 .008 .015 
26. English and Education .022 .016 .039 .009 .064 -.046 -.083 -.006 .053 
27. Teaching Association member -.040 -.104 .021 .054 .003 -.068 -.148 .024 -.021 
28. Full time .174 -.080 -.264** -.002 .025 -.062 .040 .153 .166 
29. Homeroom teacher .014 -.093 .029 .078 -.054 .089 .041 .187* .010 
30. Club leader .019 .077 .068 .117 .272** -.006 -.050 .313** .043 
31. English Club leader -.126 -.055 -.049 -.083 -.091 -.126 -.005 .063 .016 
32. Communication Basic -.096 -.026 -.024 .185* .049 -.095 -.150 .016 .090 
33. Communication English 1 .096 .039 .090 .083 .104 -.174 -.112 .017 .159 
34. Communication English 2 -.091 .063 .019 -.110 .025 -.012 .040 -.124 -.132 
35. Communication English 3 .112 -.093 -.083 -.066 -.030 -.008 -.009 -.089 -.260** 
36. English Expression 1 .155 .085 .132 .152 .156 -.012 -.111 -.106 .226* 
37. English Expression 2 .082 -.009 .121 -.095 .018 .003 .136 .044 -.194* 
38. English Conversation -.074 .071 -.060 .185* .126 .039 -.132 .068 .093 
39. Private school .126 -.072 -.064 -.104 .069 -.004 .206* -.166 -.222* 
40. School with special designation -.112 -.134 -.018 .047 -.164 .024 -.122 .018 .188* 
41.  SELHi designation -.091 -.071 .086 .078 -.041 .068 -.037 .120 .083 
42. Level of school (hensachi) .019 0.000 -.105 -.196* -.176 .085 .223* -.153 .057 
43. Number of fulltime teachers -.244** -.094 -.009 .071 -.209* .208* .226* -.010 -.052 
44. Average age of teachers .003 -.022 -.121 .186* -.041 -.035 -.047 .071 .034 
45. Serving on a committee .154 .042 .038 .065 .370** -.102 .004 .332** .076 
46. General Affairs committee -.222* -.061 -.055 -.093 -.059 -.066 .028 .095 .059 
47. Academic Affairs committee -.150 -.010 .235** .040 .332** .110 .080 .048 -.038 
48. Student / Education guidance -.179* -.006 .130 -.023 .286** .023 -.056 .161 -.025 
49. University counselling 1 -.154 -.041 -.115 .139 -.067 .083 -.005 -.138 
50. Health committee -.154 1 .194* -.065 .109 -.109 -.003 .066 .080 
51. Extra curricular activities -.041 .194* 1 .264** .604** -.041 -.063 .112 -.016 
52. Text book committee -.115 -.065 .264** 1 .431** .091 -.104 .067 .050 
53. Number of committees you serve on .139 .109 .604** .431** 1 .027 -.062 .180* -.053 
54. Time preparing for classes -.067 -.109 -.041 .091 .027 1 .350** .069 .029 
55. Time checking /grading .083 -.003 -.063 -.104 -.062 .350** 1 .119 .036 
56. Time on other duties -.005 .066 .112 .067 .180* .069 .119 1 .102 
57. Time teaching with an ALT -.138 .080 -.016 .050 -.053 .029 .036 .102 1 
Note: * indicates significance at p<.05; ** indicates significance at p<.01; PS = pre-service; IS = in-service 
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APPENDIX L: ITERATIVE EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS PROCESS 
 
 
The process to identify dimensions of teacher efficacy beliefs from the JTE-TES 
questionnaire results was an iterative process, as is common in exploratory factor analysis 
(Costello & Osborne, 2005). This section introduces the iterative factor analysis process used 
to arrive at a five-factor solution (i.e., it develops upon information presented in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.3.1).  
 
Initial parallel analysis (for principal axis using permutations of the raw data set) for the 25 
items suggested that four factors should be extracted (10 responses removed listwise). 
Examining the scree plot confirmed that extracting four factors was appropriate, although 
examination of the scree test also suggested that the level point indicated a four or five factor 
solution. Costello and Osbourne (2005) have suggested that running factor analyses multiple 
times and changing the number of factors to retain manually is a strategy for such as situation. 
Accordingly, the initial solution was calculated with a four-factor solution, but a five-factor 
solution was also examined.  
 
Four factors were extracted and the factorability of the 25 JTE-TES items were examined for 
the initial solution. All items correlated at least .3 with at least one other item, suggesting 
factorability. Secondly, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .904, 
above the recommended value of .6. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ2 (300) = 
2402, p < .01). The diagonals of the anti-image correlation matrix were all over .5, supporting 
the inclusion of each item in the factor analysis. There were 59 (19%) non-redundant 
residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05. Finally, the communalities were examined. 
Two items had extracted communalities below .3, ‘Managing time in order to complete all 
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required duties’ (.204), and ‘Using technology effectively in lessons (when possible and 
appropriate)’ (.267), as shown in Table 84. This suggested that 23 items shared common 
variance with other items, but that two items shared minimal common variance (Costello & 
Osborne, 2005). The items were included in subsequent iterations towards a final solution. 
However, in the final solution, ‘Using technology effectively in lessons (when possible and 
appropriate)’ was removed, but ‘Managing time in order to complete all required duties’ was 
retained, due to the strong correlation between that variable and ‘Balancing teaching, 
administration, and club responsibilities’ (.592, p < .01). 
 
Table 84. Communalities for initial solution  
Items Initial Extraction 
Using English to communicate with your students .835 .807 
Giving clear instructions to students in English .820 .815 
Managing the classroom adequately when students are doing pair work or group 
work 
.632 .496 
Providing activities in which your students can enjoy communicating in English .786 .823 
Providing student-centered lessons .758 .786 
Team’s capability to communicate ideas effectively? .659 .640 
Team’s capability to develop teaching materials, syllabus, and assessments 
collaboratively? 
.687 .733 
Sharing teaching ideas and materials with colleagues .583 .554 
Helping students to increase their English proficiency .711 .627 
Helping students develop English skills to pass university entrance tests .648 .648 
Adequately identifying and correcting student mistakes .613 .515 
Balancing teaching, administration, and club responsibilities .527 .336 
Managing time in order to complete all required duties .442 .201 
Using English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT .902 .848 
Team’s capability to support novice teachers effectively? .600 .527 
Using English to have a conversation with an ALT .904 .848 
Motivating students who show low interest in learning English .614 .411 
Providing information and explanations to students when they are confused, 
using language appropriate to their level 
.669 .607 
Using technology effectively in lessons (when possible and appropriate) .376 .261 
Maintaining and improving your English ability .578 .492 
Developing appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ English ability 
(e.g., tests, assignments) 
.527 .439 
Teaching according to the Course of Study .547 .494 
Adequately preparing for classes .643 .599 
Team’s capability to support each other to develop new skills? .666 .594 
Team’s capability to implement communicative teaching approaches and ideas? .765 .703 
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Following the recommendation of Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), oblique rotation (promax) 
was used in the first instance. As discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4.3), Costello and 
Osbourne (2005) have suggested that oblique rotation is more appropriate in social science 
research, as it allows factors to be correlated. Furthermore, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) have 
suggested that oblique rotation is necessary when the extracted factors have factor correlation 
matrix values of .32 or higher. The factor correlations for the initial extracted factors we 
between .493 and .670, which suggested that oblique rotation was appropriate. 
 
Table 85. Cumulative variance explained in the initial four-factor solution 
Factor Initial Eigenvalues  Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
 Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings 
Total % of  
Variance 
Cumulative  
% 
 Total % of  
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
 Total 
1 11.003 44.013 44.013  10.648 42.591 42.591  8.484 
2 2.108 8.434 52.447  1.724 6.894 49.485  8.390 
3 1.905 7.619 60.066  1.494 5.975 55.460  7.164 
4 1.276 5.105 65.172  .940 3.760 59.220  6.535 
5 1.117 4.470 69.641       
 
 
The total variance explained in the initial solution was 59.22% of the variance, as shown in 
Table 84. In the initial solution, the extraction sums for the first factor explained 42.59% of 
the variance, the second factor 6.89% of the variance, the third factor 5.98% of the variance, 
and the fourth factor 3.76% of the variance. Table 86 shows the pattern matrix for the initial 
solution, where loadings less than .3 were suppressed. In the initial solution, three items 
appeared to load on one factor but had loading coefficients of less than .4: ‘Developing 
appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ English ability (e.g., tests, 
assignments)’, ‘Teaching according to the Course of Study’, and ‘Adequately preparing for 
classes’. 
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Table 86. Pattern matrix for initial four-factor solution 
Items Factor 1 2 3 4 
Using English to have a conversation with an ALT .990    
Using English to plan and carry out a lesson with an ALT .984    
Giving clear instructions to students in English .834    
Using English to communicate with your students .814    
Maintaining and improving your English ability .493   .350 
Providing information and explanations to students when they are 
confused, using language appropriate to their level 
.429   .411 
Providing activities in which your students can enjoy communicating 
in English 
 1.037   
Providing student-centered lessons  .941   
Managing the classroom adequately when students are doing pair 
work or group work 
 .724   
Using technology effectively in lessons (when possible and 
appropriate) 
 .580   
Team’s capability to support each other to develop new skills?  .481 .436  
Team’s capability to implement communicative teaching approaches 
and ideas? 
 .442 .343  
Motivating students who show low interest in learning English  .422   
Developing appropriate assessments for evaluating your students’ 
English ability (e.g., tests, assignments) 
 .336   
Team’s capability to develop teaching materials, syllabus, and 
assessments collaboratively? 
  .861  
Team’s capability to communicate ideas effectively?   .850  
Sharing teaching ideas and materials with colleagues   .655  
Balancing teaching, administration, and club responsibilities   .498 .354 
Managing time in order to complete all required duties   .430  
Adequately preparing for classes   .339  
Teaching according to the Course of Study   .327  
Helping students develop English skills to pass university entrance 
tests 
   .903 
Adequately identifying and correcting student mistakes    .659 
Helping students to increase their English proficiency    .490 
Team’s capability to support novice teachers effectively?   .333 .455 
Note: Loadings below .3 suppressed; Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring; Promax rotation 
with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
An iterative process was followed to find a solution with factors without cross-loadings and 
items with low-loading coefficients. As shown in Table 87, items with low loading 
coefficients and cross-loading items were removed in ten steps. Four and five factor solutions 
were generated for each iteration. Cross-loading items were removed, and four and five-factor 
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solutions were calculated until a clear five-factor solution of 15 items was generated, 
accounting for 71.21% of the total cumulative variance (See Chapter 5, Section 5.3.1). 
 
Table 87. Steps taken to remove low loading and cross-loading items 
Actions 
 
1. Removed three items with loadings less than .4: ‘Developing appropriate assessments for 
evaluating your students’ English ability (e.g., tests, assignments)’, ‘Teaching according to the 
Course of Study’, and ‘Adequately preparing for classes’ 
 
2. Removed two items with extracted communalities less than .3: ‘Managing time in order to 
complete all required duties’ and ‘Using technology effectively in lessons (when possible and 
appropriate)’ 
 
3. After step two, communality extracted for ‘Balancing teaching, administration, and club 
responsibilities’ became .259, so added ‘Managing time in order to complete all required duties’ 
back to the analysis 
 
4. Removed lowest contributing cross-loading item ‘Providing information and explanations to 
students when they are confused, using language appropriate to their level’  
 
5. Removed lowest contributing cross-loading item ‘Motivating students who show low interest in 
learning English’ 
 
6. Removed lowest contributing cross-loading item ‘Team’s capability to implement communicative 
teaching approaches and ideas?’ 
 
7. Removed lowest contributing cross-loading item ‘Team’s capability to support novice teachers 
effectively?’ 
 
8. Removed lowest contributing cross-loading item ‘Team’s capability to support each other to 
develop new skills’ 
 
9. Removed cross-loading item ‘Maintaining and improving your English ability’ 
 
10. Cross-loadings on four factor solution, but clean five factor solution 
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APPENDIX M: NORMALITY PLOTS FOR EXTRACTED JTE-TES FACTORS 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 29. Histogram, normal Q-Q, and detrended normal Q-Q plots for Using English 
 
 
   
Figure 30. Histogram, normal Q-Q, and detrended normal Q-Q plots for Communicative 
Teaching 
 
 
   
Figure 31. Histogram, normal Q-Q, and detrended normal Q-Q plots for Teamwork 
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Figure 32. Histogram, normal Q-Q, and detrended normal Q-Q plots for Student 
Achievement 
 
 
   
Figure 33. Histogram, normal Q-Q, and detrended normal Q-Q plots for Managing Workload 
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